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In the present work the Author has endeavoured 
to give a brief and general outline of the rise arid 
progress of the science of Natural History in 
Britain. As the great advances in this and other 
sciences have been for the most part brought about 
by individual workers, it has been thought desir- 
able, in consistence with the principle of the Series 
to which this book belongs, to throw this outline 
into the form of biographical sketches ; and ris 
some of the most important steps in the develop- 
ment of the science of zoology have been effected 
by foreign investigators, it has been necessary to 
some extent to pass beyond the limits of out own 
country. 

As the last great epoch in zoology is that marked 
by the appearance of the ‘ Origin of Species by 
means of Natural Selection,’ the survey here under* 
taken, ends naturally with the great name of 
Darwin; obyjbus reasons rendering it undesirable 
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to attempt any estimate of the scientific work of 
the great naturalists who are still among us. 

It is hardly necessary to add that the present 
work lays no claim to exhaustiveness. Anything of 
the nature of a detailed history of the rise, and 
progress of Zoological Science would , necessarily 
appeal to experts only. That which . been 
attempted here, is to give an untechnicaV^'b.ut not 
unscientific, account of the principal steps which 
have marked the development of Natural History 
in our own country. The object of this volume, 
as of the Series, is to convey through the bio- 
graphies of the principal workers, an intelligent 
conception of the progress and leading principles 
of the science treated of, so that the unprofessional 
reader may be placed in a position of knowledge 
to appreciate some of the great questions which 
at present occupy the scientific world. 
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NATURAL HISTORY. 


INTRODUCTION. 

As Man, upon any theory of his origin, cannot pro- 
perly be said to have existed as Man, until he had 
become possessed of that faculty of reason which con- 
stitutes his title to the name of homo sapiens^ it is not 
altogether, extravagant to say that the study of natural 
history dates its first beginnings from the time of the 
first appearance of man upon the earth. 

Primitive man, whatever may have been the develop- 
ment of his reasoning powers, was assuredly very indiffer- 
ently provided with the appliances of modem civilisation. 
So far as concerns their mastery of the forces of external 
nature, we may, without much risk of controversy, assume 
that the early races of men were savages. It would there- 
fore have been indeed strange if man, cast, to begin with, , 
amongst a vast series of living creatures, many of which 
; Imd the power of influencing his material condition for > 
^ g^d or for evil, tdiould have shown himself insensible 
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their presence, or wholly inobservant of their characters, 
habits, and modes of life. The contrary must always 
have been the case. It may well be that the rude Palseo- 
lithic men who roamed through the trackless forests of 
Western Europe, clad in undressed skins, and armed only 
with roughly chipped flints, would gaze wholly unmoved 
on the thousand beauties of the world around them. 
Nature has no emotional side, save for those whose souls 
are freed from the ever-present necessity of procuring food 
and raiment, shelter from the elements, and protection 
against wild beasts. 

Precisely the same indifference to the softer aspects 
of nature, and the same insensibility to its beauties, are 
shown by modern savages, and, for essentially the same 
reasons, by the poorest members of civilised com- 
munities at the present day. We may take it for 
granted, however, that, just as existing savages are 
usually accurately acquainted with the larger animals 
inhabiting their country, so the early flint-men of Post- 
glacial Europe must have possessed a minute knowledge 
of the external characters and habits of such animals as 
the cave-lion, the cave-bear, the mammoth, and the rein- 
deer, Such accurate knowledge of animals, however, even 
if wholly confined to an acquaintance witK their general 
appearance ai\d mode of life,, is, in truth, the basis of 
sdentific natural history. 

It is probable, then, that the beginnings of natural 
history consisted in the knowledge, which the early races 
of jnatikind could not fail to acquire, of all diose larger 
animals which, inhabiting the earth or its waters, were 
either of value for food, or a source of danger from their 
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size and ferocity. Apart from this, most early mytho- 
logies bear testimony to a primeval and widely-spread 
belief in the mystical or sacred character of various of 
the more conspicuous animals with which each aboriginal 
people might happen to be familiar. Not only were 
particular animals endowed by popular consent with 
special qualities, good or evil, but specially human attri- 
butes were commonly ascribed to them, or they were 
even regarded as the companions or the representatives 
of p^ticular deities. 

That this association of certain animals with early 
religious beliefs was, however, of comparatively late 
growth, is shown conclusively by the fact that, as a 
general rule, these primitive myths have a distinctly 
local colouring ; the animals regarded as sacred or 
symbolic by each people being commonly those indi- 
genous to the region inhabited by that people. Thus, the 
animals regarded with special veneration, or associated 
with special deities, among the nations of Central and 
Northern Europe, are such as the bear, the wild boar, and 
the wolf; while among the peoples of warmer regions 
similar supernatural qualities are ascribed to the elephant, 
the lion, the panther, and the peacock. That there is, 
nevertheless, some common ground for such beliefs is 
attested by the fact that the same animals are sometimes 
found to have been credited with some hidden significance 
among races now widely remote from one another. 
Thus, to give a single example, the goose — or, it may 
be, the swan — ^is mixed up in various ways with the folk- 
lore or religious myths of the Hindus, the Romans, the 
[Greeks, smd the Northern European races generally. The 
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extraordinarily wide difFurion of early beliefs as to the 
mystical characters of certain animals is further attested 
by the known facts as to the system of ‘ totemism’ among 
primitive races, or by the almost universal traces which 
are met with of the strange 'cult' knoim as 'serpent- 
worship.' 

Another and a most important source of zoological 
knowledge is that arising from the friendly relations which 
almost all primitive peoples seem to have established 
with particular kinds of animals. In many cases — ^indeed 
in most — such friendly relations seem to have been formed 
in times long anterior to written history. Philology, 
moreover, teaches us that among particular groups of 
nations — as, for example, among all the main stems which 
have diverged from the great Aryan stock — ^the names 
of particular domestic animals are based upon some 
common root We thus are furnished with decisive evi- 
dence that the animals so designated were known to the 
Aryans prior to the coinmencement of they dispersal. 
Thus, almost all our most valuable domestic animals,, 
such as the ox, the sheep, the pig, the horse, and the 
dog, are , designated in Sanscrit, Latin, Greek, Gothic, 
and often in German, English, and other allied languageSj 
by names which can be shpwn to have originated in the 
same root-form. 
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When we leave prehistoric ground, and come to the 
p^iod of written records, we find ample evidence that 
thei ancients were close observers of nature, although 
natural history, as a science, had as yet no existenOe. 
Np reader of the Old T^tament can fail to admire the 
b^Qr, the fitness, and the power of many of the epi- 
*1^ therein applied to animals. An eminent German 
*ci|ic (Gervinus) has remarked, very unjustly, that the 
agents had no pleasure in nature ; but the writii^ of 
as of all great poets, are by no means without 
felicitQus phrases desoiptive of animals, which 
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show that their author was an acute observer of living 
beings. It need not be denied that the branches of 
learning most cultivated by the classical nations were 
those of rhetoric and logic, grammar, geometry, and 
metaphysics; and that what we now know as the ‘natural 
sciences * received comparatively little attention, even 
from the most learned of the Latin and Greek philoso- 
phers, while the fine arts were the object of the most 
successful *and the most general pursuit. Nevertheless, 
Aristotle,* the father of the modem science of zoology, 
was a Greek, trained in the schools of the Greek 
philosophy, and as .eminent in those purely speculative 
subjects in which the Greek intellect had always 
delighted, as he was in the concrete science of natural 
history. 

As there was no ‘science,' properly so called, of 
natural history anterior to the time of Aristotle, and as 
he may be regarded as the first who gave a systematic 
form to zoology, it will be well to consider briefly the 
condition in which this great philosopher left the science 
which he founded. This is the more needful, as he had 
no successor, and, so far as the progress of zoology was 
concerned, might just as well have lived and worked 
seventeen or eighteen centuries later than the reign of 
Alexander the Great However minute may have been 

* Aristotle was bom at Stagira, in the year 384 8.0. He wrote his great work 
cm thb * History, of Animals ' (llifi rn ZSm about 340 B.C. As n^axris the 

nature and value of the scientific writings of Aristotle, the following may be 
consulted i * Aristoteles Thierjninde/ Jfitgen Bona Meyer, 1853 » *Idfe and Anadyus 
of the Scientific Wrltiags of Aristotle/ George Henry Lewes, 2864; .*Leta, 
Sduriften und Schiller des Aristoteles/ Stahr, 1833 ; * Geschichte der Zbologie/ 
Victor Cafus, 1873. Short popular memoirs of the lile and writings of Aristotle are 
those of MacgilUvxay (* Edinburgh Cabinet Library/ voU avl* X834X ^ of the 
Rev. Andrew Crichton (* Naturalists' Library/ vol. iii. 1843). 
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the knowledge which the ancients possessed as to the 
external characters ot habits of the larger animals which 
they had domesticated, or which lived in a wild state 
around them, no system of natural history had arisen 
among them prior to the time of Aristotle. Entire 
branches of zoological science, as now understood, may 
be said to have been at this time practically non-existent. 
Moreover, anything like a methodised study of animal 
life was necessarily attended with extreme %difficulties, 
in the absence of the improved modern means for the 
investigation and preservation of organic bodies. 

In order, however, more clearly to comprehend 
Aristotle^s relations to the science of natural history, 
what he accomplished, and what he failed to accomplish, 
where he succeeded in planting a permanent landmark, 
and where he deviated from the right line of progress, 
it is needful to have sonie clear conception as to the 
precise scope of what is now understood as Natural 
History. 

' Now, natural history, as a whole, is only the aggregate 
history of all known species of animals. The general 
elements, therefore, which would constitute a perfect 
science of natural history are the same as those which 
would give us a perfect history of any given animal. We 
have, then, to consider what, precisely speaking, are the 
points upon which we should require to obtain accurate 
knowledge, if we wished to give a complete history of any 
single kind or species of animals, such as the dog, for , 
6?iOTaple, dr the horse. These poiiits form the bases of 
-the diffeireht divisions of a complete natural history, and 
;areae fdUows: 
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Hie first pointi then, which we should have to study 
in connection with any animal is its actual structure — 
that is to say, its external characters and the form and 
arrangement of its internal organs. The study of the 
• configuration of animals constitutes that department of 
natural history which is teclmically known as Morphology, 
or the science of Form — in other words, what is generally 
understood as Anatomy. 

Secondly, having acquired an acquaintance with the 
structure of an animal, it is next necessary to study its 
vital functions, to discover the uses of its internal organs, 
and the way in which they work, and to investigate the 
purposes subserved by tts various parts when in action. 
This constitutes the department of natural history known 
• as Physiology, or the science of Function. 

In the third place, our knowledge of an animal is 
very incomplete, unless it embraces an acquaintance with 
those changes which it undergoes in passing from the 
germ to the adult condition. TlSb study of these con- 
stitutes the important branch of zoology known as 

Embryology, or the science of Development 
In the fourth place, it is necessary to know of each 
species of animals what are its relations to the world 
we live in. We have to inquire where the species now 
lives, what are the conditions under which it exists, and 

so fordi ; and the study of these points constitutes a 

Special bmnch of natukl history, which is termed the 
Geographical Distribution of ^imals. ^ 

A^in, fifthly^ we should find thut each species Of animals 
had a hUtofy^ extending backwards into die past; 
and we should have to study the time of thie fii^t 
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introduction of the species upon the earth, the duration 
of its existence as a species, its geographical range in 
past time, and various other similar points. The study 
^ of these questions constitutes another department of 
natural history, which is known under the name of 
PALiEONTOLOGV. 

In the sixth place, it is necessary to have some dear 
ideas as to the relations of each species of animals to 
other species, and as to the place which the species 
should occupy in the long series of forms of which the 
entire animal kingdom is made up. The study of this 
constitutes what is known as the science of Classification 
or Taxonomy ; and it is, perhaps, the branch of natural 
history which most nearly fulfils the popular notion of 
what natural history really is. A ^ naturalist ^ is popularly 
supposed to be a man who can take any animal and 
give a name to it, and can place it in some particular 
drawer or pigeon-hole in the great cabinet of nature. 
Most of the naturalists of the seventeenth and of the 
earlier half of the eighteenth centuries concerned them- 
selves principally with questions touching classification; 
not a few of them, in fact, being little more than 
* collectors.^ While older workers, not unnaturally, were 
led to give this branch of the science a position of 
unmerited prominence, there has of late, years been 
shown a tendency unduly to decry the systematic or 
taxonomic study of natural history, as being a matter 
Of compaiatively small moment In reality, however, it 
is not possible to study natural history sdentifically, 
unlejss we start with the foundation of a systeiouitic 
classification ^ some kind. Moreover, if we consider 
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that a strictly ‘ natural ’ classification embodies the know- 
ledge of the time as to the lines of descent of animals 
fi-om primordial types, it would seem difficult to overrate 
the value and importance of the study of classification. ^ 

Finally, we should have to study each species of animal 
from still another point of view, which, however, is 
indissolubly connected with the study of its palaeonto- 
logical relations and its systematic position. We should 
have, namely, to inquire into its mode of origin and its 
history as a species. This constitutes what is known as the 
science of Evolution. 

The above seven heads would embrace the principal 
sorts of knowledge which the naturalist would find it 
needful to obtain with regard to any particular species of 
animal, if he wished to write a complete history of it. 
Natural history as a whole is, therefore, only the aggregate 
of our knowledge, under all these seven heads, of all 
known animals, living and extinct. Perhaps, if our means 
of investigation were thereto adapted, we should have, 
fiirther, to study each animal as regards its Psychology, 
or from the side of its mental activity, and also as 
regards its Teleology, or the «id for which it exists, and 
the purposes which it subserves in the general economy 
of nature. At present, however, we have no adequate 
means for the study of the psychology of animals; and 
an inquiry into the teleology of animals is necessarily 
ultra-sdentffic. It follows from what has been just 
remarked, that the departments of knowledge requisite ‘ 
to give us a complete acquaintance with any one 
animal me also the great departments of the science 
of zoology. Hence, modem natural history consists 
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of the subordinate subjects of the morphology (or 
anatomy), physiology, embryology, geographical distri- 
bution, palaeontology, classification, and evolution of 
animals. 

Speaking generally, the progress of natural history, as 
a science, has corresponded precisely with the extent 
to which these separate departments have had their 
existence recognised, their boundaries defined, and their 
inter-relations explored. In the early days of natural 
history these subdivisions had only a very partial 
existence, or did not exist at all ; and it was for the 
most, part considered enough to acquire a knowledge 
of the external characters of animals, and of their habits 
and mode of life, and to give them names by which they 
could be arranged in some sort of an order. Not only was 
this the case, but zoology, properly so called, was for 
long very imperfectly separated from the sciences of 
botany, geology, and mineralogy, all of which were 
regarded as forming parts of the general subject of 
natural history. 

This imperfect differentiation of the science of natural 
history may be said to have prevailed generally up to the 
middle or nearly the end of the eighteenth century. ' It is 
therefore all the more surprising to find that Aristotle^ 
living in the fourth century before our era, and having 
little or no previously accumulated knowledge to fall back 
upon, should have been able to form any philosophical 
conception of the laws of animal life, or to produce a 
work whicl^ should be thought worthy of profound and 
minute study by the naturalists of the present day. 

' Aiistotle^s principal work on natural history, namely his 
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‘ Histoiy of Animals,’ has been the object of extrhYagant 
and uncalled'for eulogy ; while other critics, as a reaction 
from this, have shown themselves unduly oblivious of its 
unquestionable merits. Thus Cuvier,* on the one hand, 
says of it : ‘1 cannot read this work without being carried 
away with wonder. Indeed it is impossible to conceive 
how a single man was able to collect and compare the 
multitude of particular facts implied in the numerous 
general rules and aphorisms contained in this work.’ On 
the other hand, Mr George Henry Lewes, t though 
admitting that it is ‘a stupendous effort ’ when viewed in 
comparison with the works which for centuries succeeded 
it, remarks that ‘looked at absolutely, that is to say in 
relation to the science of which it treats, it is an ill* 
digested, ill-compiled mass of details, mostly of small 
value, with an occasional gleam of something better. 
There is, strictly speaking, no science in it at all. There 
is not even a system which might look like science. 
There is not one good description. It is nof an 
anatomical treatise; it is not a descriptive zoology; it 
is not a philosophy of zoology; it is a collection of 
remarks about animals, their structure, resemblances, 
differences, and habits. As a collection it is immense. 
Ettt it is at the best only a collection of details, without 
a trace of otganisation ; and the details themselves are 
rarely valuable, often inaccurate.’ 

It wduid be quite out of place to enter here mto any 
detailed analysis (ff the ‘Histoiy of Animals,’ or of the 
less ftundus but not less important treatise ‘ On die 

1841,(011^1., p. 146... ' 

‘ t ' Aristotlflf ft Chftpter from the Kutory of Sdence,* p, 
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Parts of Animals.' A few general remarks may be made, 
however, as to the place which Aristotle holds m relation 
to the science of natural history. 

• In the first place, then, Aristotle occupied an attitude 
towards natural history which in one vtry important sense 
agrees with that held by modem scientific workers — 
namely, in so far as he regarded direct observation as 
more important than speculation or theory. He cannot 
be said to have invariably observed this rule strictly; but 
upon the whole he displays a marvellous love for facts, 
and also a much greater care in sifting his facts than 
^ was usual at the period in which he wrote, or indeed in 
much later periods. Many of the facts which he records 
are naturally inaccurately given; others are not facts at 
all, but mere fictions ; while others are so glaringly wide of 
the tmth, and could so readily have been shown to be so,* 
that one can only wonder how they should for an instant 
have been accepted by a man of his extraordinary sagacity. 
Nevertheless, Aristotle knew that observation ought to be 
the guide to all sound scientific investigation, and in this 
respect he was a notable exception to those philosophers 
who followed him for many centuries. Moreover, con- 
sidering the time at which he lived, and the very imperfect 
metliods which he was forced to employ, he must be set 
down as an observer of pre-eminent powers. This is 
especially conspicuous in his treatment of certain groups 
of auimals, with which we may suppose him to have bad 
a ntiore intimate personal acquaintance than he could have 
with other groups. Thus, his observations upon Cuttle^ 

* Fo#e»unple, the statem^t that the malea of the human species, of sheep, ^ 
aoAts^ ^ have more teeth than the fesnale^ 
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fishes are not only still valuable, but they embrace certain 
points which have only been verified and thoroughly 
elucidated within the present century. 

.Not only was Aristotle an admirable observer, but he 
often exhibits a remarkable power of generalisation. 
Hence he recognised in various instances the existence 
of biological laws, which have been firmly established 
only in quite modem times. Thus, he recognised that 
there often exists a real relationship — what is now called 
a relationship of ‘homology’ — between apparently dis- 
similar parts or organs in different animals. For example, 
he points out that there exists an agreement of this kind 
between d claw and a nail, or between the feather of a 
bird and the scale of a fish. Again, he clearly divined the 
law of what is now known as the law of the ‘ correlation 
of organs’ — ^namely, that certain* organs, which are not 
necessarily in obvious connection with one another, are 
only found in association with one another, or that certain 
other organs which, for aught we see, tnight quite well 
coexist, are never found in the same animal. Thus, he 
points out that no quadruped possesses both horns and 
tusks,. and that most animals with horns are two-hoofed; 
while he adds that a one-hoofed animal with horns (such 
as the unicorn of heraldry) had never been observed. 
Similarly he points out that all winged insects which .have 
stings at the fore part of the body (what he calls the sting 
in these cases consists really of pointed or lancet-like 
Jaws) are two-wing^d, while those which have the sting 
&e hinder end of the body are four-winged. 

It should be said that Aristotle was essentially what we 
should now call a ‘teleologist’ — that is to say, he generaHy 
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sought not only for the cause but also for the end of the 
natural phenomena which came under his notice. Of 
course, in many instances the final causes which he assigns 
^ for particular phenomena are not only ludicrously 
inadequate, but are also based upon a totally false view 
of the facts ; as, for example, when he states that ^animals 
are four-footed because their souls are not powerful 
enough to carry the weight of their bodies in an erect 
position,’ and that the reason why man (and man only) 
has flesh on his legs is that the upper part of his body 
may be rendered lighter, and he may thus be enabled 
to walk erect. In the present age, the existence of a 
teleological side to nature is very generally denied ; and 
it may well be that we may never be in a position to 
investigate the ends of any natural structures ; so that, for 
us, teleology may have practically no existence. Never- 
theless, it is probable enough that this is a point upon 
which the last word has not yet been spoken. 

Apart altogether from the accuracy of his observations, 
or the value of his theoretical views, the importance of 
Aristotle’s works depends, as has been remarked by 
Carus,’*^ upon the fact, that ‘he first created a systematic 
and scientific method of treating the animal kingdom. 
This method of treatment not only was fitted to serve, 
and did serve, as a starting-point for well-grounded 
investigations directed towards the discovery of new lines 
of research, or the perfection of old ones; but, above 
all, it for the first time put zoology in its proper place 
in the series of the inductive sciences.’ The facts which 

* *0«i^chto ider Zool^/ p. 71. 
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he so laboriously accumulated wete, naturally, often in- 
accurate, sometimes wholly baseless. In such branches 
as anatomy and physiology his knowledge was, of 
necessity, very imperfect, often entirely erroneous ; though^ 
in certain fields of physiological inquiry, especially in 
those relating to development and reproduction, his 
observations are commonly extremely accurate. Palae-' 
ontology had, of course, no existence for him; and his 
acquaintance with the laws of the geographical distribu^ 
tion of animals could not fail to be limited by the limited 
knowledge which the ancients possessed as to geography 
itself. Of our modem views as to the evolution of specific 
forms also, he does not seem to have possessed any 
foreshadowing. Rather, he held that ‘species* had a 
real existence, and that they were therefore immutable. 

Lastly, as a systematist and classifiel||«^stotIe has 
undoubtedly been credited with more than his proper 
due. Upon this point, Mr Lewes*s arguments are con- 
clusive. Aristotle has usually been* regarded as the first 
who propounded a general classification of the animal 
kingdom. The truth is, however, that he propounded no i 
^ formal or systematic arrangement of animals. As Agassiz * 
puts it, his work shows * a total absence of systematic 
form, of any classification or framework to express the . 
divisions of the animal kingdom into larger or lesser ^ 
groups^ His only divisions are genera and species : > 
classes, ciders, and families, as we undei^tand them now, ^ 
^ quite fore^fu to the Greek conceptidn of the aiiitnal / 
kingd^** It is ^e diat Aristode divided anhnals into ; 

Stutdy m Niatuml xSSi, 
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two great groups, the Enaima and Amitna^ or animals 
with blood and animals without blood ; but he does not 
use this as the basis of any distinct classification. Under 
‘• the head of Enaima^ or animals with blood (that is, with 
red blood), he seems to have included all the animals 
which we know as the ‘Vertebrate Animals,’ and he 
recognises certain distinctions amongst these according 
as they are viviparous or oviparous, or according to the 
number of legs which they possessed; but he cannot 
reasonably be said to have established a classification of 
the Vertebrata upon these distinctions. Similarly, the 
Anaima^ or animals without blood (that is, with colourless 
blood, or having, as he thought, a fluid analogous to 
blood, though not really the same), were understood by 
Aristotle as comprising the ‘Invertebrate Animals;* and 
he recogni s| d certain groups of these, such as the Shell- 
fish, the Cmstaceans, the Cuttle-flshes, and the Insects; 
but here also he laid down no regular classification. 
Upon the whole, therefore, we may accept the verdict 
of Mr George Henry Lewes* upon this point, that 
‘ zoologists may read a classification in Aristotle’s pages, 
but they do violence to the plain meaning of the text; 
they disregard context, and piece together from far and 
wide detached observations never meant to be connected 
with one another.’ 

We have dwelt thus at length upon the labours of 
Aristotle, partly because he is the best, and indeed almost 
the only, representative of the knowledge possessed by 
Mden^ as to natural histoiy, and partly because it hr 

: ^ a Gliaptarirom llw History of Sdeiice/y> ajL 
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possible to pass at almost a single step from the phil- 
osopher of Stagira to John Ray, one of the first of the 
great British naturalists. With the death of ^stotle, 
the scientific prosjBcution of natural history practically'"'^ 
came to a close, not for a short time merely, but for a 
period of many centuries. 

The Romah empire, nearly four hundred years later, 
produced Pliny the Elder, whose name as a naturalist is 
familiar to every one. In truth, however, Pliny hardly 
deserves this title at all ; since his great work — ^the 
‘Historia Naturalis* — really a kind of cyclopaedia, in 
which little or nothing deserving of the name of ‘science* 
can "be detected. It is simply a huge compilation of 
unassorted facts and fables, principally the latter. From 
the time of Pliny to the commencement of the sixteenth 
century, natural history may be said to hav^ been almost 
at a standstill, and assuredly never even approached the 
high-water mark left by the researches of Aristotle. With 
the fall of the Roman empire fell also the learning and the 
culture of the ancients; and the aptly named period of 
the ‘dark ages’ records in its annals few names which 
, would find even a humble place in the zoological temple 
of fame. 

With the dawn of a better time in the begitining of' 
the sixteenth century, natural history did not for long 
remain unaffected by the general revival of learning. 
Belbn, Ron^eletius, Salviani, Conrad Gesner, and Aldro- ; 
vandus, all wdl-known naturalists, are namtes (ff this period, 
whiidh 1^£tr testimony to a renewed interest in the world 
of ns^e. It was not, however, till the early part of the 
^vedteeRth century that naturtd history showed pf 
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awakening in our own country. The first zoological work 
everjprinted in England is the ‘Theatre of Insects* by 
Moufet,* of date 1634, a translation of which into the 
^vernacular was published twenty-five years later by Edward 
Topsel. We append an accurate copy of one of the 
woodcuts of this curious old work, the one selected 
representing the Cicada. 



The first work which treated specially of the native 
animals and plants of Britain is the ‘ Pinax Rerum Natura- 
lium Britannicarum ’ of Christopher Merret, published in 
1667. This, in addition to animals and plants, embraced 
fossils also; but it is nothing more than a sort of cata- 
logue or enumeration of the animals and plants known 

* * laiec^oruin sive Minimorum Animalinm Theatnim« olim ab Edoardo Wottono* 
Conrado G«inero« Thomaque Fennio inchoatum ; tandam Tho. Moufeti Londindtis* 
o^arS ittbiptibusque concinnatuiAf auctum* perfactum : at ad vivum aaprea- 

lit jjcoaibim^ i^ui^atiim* Loodixu ax officind typograidiicd Thom. Cotas,' 1034. 
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to th^e writer. Indeed, both of these early works are 
exceedingly rude and imperfect productions, and have 
no value at the present time. Oiv the other hand, the 
close of the seventeenth century was rendered memorable 
in the history of zoology through the labours of several 
British naturalists, and notably of John Ray and Francis 
Willughby. Ray may therefore be appropriately selected 
as the chief representative of the natural sciences in 
Britain during the pre-Linnean period. 





JOHN RAY. 




o 



RAY AND WILLUGHBY. 

The seventeenth century has been characterised — of 
course from the point of view of a naturalist — as 
‘the dawn of the Golden Age.* The torch of zoo- 
logical discovery lighted by Aristotle, after flickering 
fitfully in the hands of h^ successors for a space, had 
become extinguished, and the entire domain of natural 
history had for centuries lain shrouded under the thick 
darkness of the middle ages. With the commencement 
of the sixteenth century, the natural sciences participated 
in the general revival of learning which signalised this 
period in the history of Europe. Even at the present* 
day, Belon, Rondeletius, and Gesner are something more 
than merely the shadows of names. In Britain the first 
pioneers in the renewed exploration of the .world of life 
were little more than mere compilers. The seventeenth 
century, however, gave origin in Britain to a cluster of emi- 
, nent men who devoted themselves to the study of zoology 
and botany, and who for the time being placed England 
in the first rank as regards the advancement of natural 
science. The two names which staud out foremost in this 
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duster are those of the friends and fellow-workers, John 
Ray and Frauds Willughby. 

John Ray has been called the ‘Aristotle of England,*^ 
but he was in reality rather the Englisjfci Linnaeus, his 
merits as an observer and systematiser being greater than 
his abilities as a philosophea ^ Moreover, he was more of 
a botanist than a zoologist; his purely zoological work 
being so far blended with that of Willughby, that it is 
a thankless task to attempt to indicate precisely the share 
of merit which posterity ought to allot to each of these 
great men. 

John Ray was bom on the 29th of November 1628, at 
the little village of Black Notley, near Braintree, in Essex. 
He was of humble birth, his father, Roger Ray, being a 
blacksmith ; and he certainly owed comparatively little to 
his early education, as he was bred a scholar at Brain-, 
tree School, and has left it on record that he regarded 
this as a great misfortune. Little is known of his boyish 
years; but it may be gathered that he was deeply ‘attached 
to his parents, and especially to his ‘most dear and 
honoured mother.’ When he was sixteen years of age he 
was sent to Cambridge, where he entered at St Catharine’s 
Hall.* In about a year and three-quarters, however, he 
removed to Trinity College, where he had the advantage 
of being taught by the well-known Dr Duport, a celebrated 

scholar of his day.t ‘ Under this learned tutor,’ to use Dr 
\ 

*Ray*s name appears in the college books as 'Wray,* he having for a time 
chosen to write himself ip this fashion. , 

t Janies Duport was Master of Magdalene College, Dean of Peterboroogh, and 
Professor of Oteek at Cambridge. He died in 1679. The pr^nt writer possesses 
one of his wmks ^titled 'Threnothriambos/ consisring of the ^ok of Job transhUed 
into Greek verse, with a Latin version ; together with Proverbs, EcdesiaM, and 
Solomon's Song in Greek hexameters. This c<^ is mtereiting eg bearing upon its 
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Derham’s words, *Mr Ray so closely applied himself to 
his studies, that what he missed of at Braintree School, 
^he sufficiently attained to at Trinity College; having 
acquired great ^kill in Greek and Latin, and, I have good 
reason to think, in Hebrew also. Beside which, I find 
by some of his papers written about that time, that he 
was veiy early an excellent orator and naturalist; and 
upon the account of his great diligence, learning, and 
virtue, he was soon taken notice of by the College, and 
at about three years* standing was chosen Minor Fellow 
of Trinity, on September 8th, 1649, together with his 
ingenious friend Isaac Barrow; and as Dr Duport had 
been tutor to both of them, so he used to boast of them, 
as Mr Ray*s fellow-collegian, the late pious and learned 
Mr Brokesby, informed me, who saith that he, in discourse 
with Dr Duport, reckoning up several gentlemen of worth 
that the doctor had been tutor to, the doctor said the 
chief of all his pupils were Mr Ray and Dr Banow, to 
whom he esteemed none of the rest comparable.* * 

On taking his degree as Master of Arts, Ray was 
elected Major Fellow of Trinity, and subsequently filled 
several highly honourable posts in his college, being 
successively Greek lecturer, mathematical lecturer, and 
humanity reader. At this period of his life Ray was 
not in holy orders ; but as the custom of the time was, 
he' nevertheless was in the habit of delivering sermons 
both in his college and before the university. Such 
college sermons were usually termed ^commonplaces,’ 

thb sigBAtiire, ^Tho. Baiter, Coll : Jo : Socius ejectut.* It belgiiiged to 
moniBS Barker, a welMtkiown aoti^ui^ of his day, who was one of the ^ Bon^jmiiig ' 
was ej^d frojqs hb FeUowsMp m 17^ 
lUntatna ai^. Ufc of William Oerham, D.D. 
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a name which doubtless was often fully deserved. In 
this particular instance, however, ‘ we have sufficient 
evidence that Ray’s collegiate ‘exercises’ were some- 
thing more than formal platitudes; for some of them 
(as, for example, his ‘Wisdom of God in the Creation’) 
were subsequently published in an enlarged form, and 
met with the greatest acceptance. 

Ray’s taste for science seems to have been of early 
growth ; biit his first published work was a ‘ Catalogue of 
Cambridge Plants,' which was given to the world in 1660. 
It was merely an alphabetical list of all the plants with 
which he was acquainted as growing round Cambridge, 
the localities for each being appended. It was neverthcr 
less much more genuinely scientific 'than the *Herbals,’ 
which constituted the chief botanical literature of the 
day; and it was so far successful, that Ray conceived 
the idea of preparing a similar catalogue for the whole 
of England. With this object, he took two journeys (in 
1661 and 1662) with his bosom-friend Willughby and* 
some others of his intimates, through portions of England 
and Scotland, in which he investigated all the objects of 
scientific or antiquariaii interest which came in his way, 
but more especially the plants and animals. He had 
previously (in 1658) undertaken by himself a similar 
joprney through parts of England and Wales, and having 
kept a daily journal, the record of these three journeys 
was publi^ed after his death by Dr Derham. These 
‘ Itineraries,’ tiiough not intended by their writer for publi- 
cation, ate hijghty interesting as giving us a glimpse of 
:the upect ,df many ivdhknovm' i^ces abdut the middie 
of tiK ; seventeenth centutjj;} siuh ol^eirv^ns being 
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mdisciiminately mingled . with notes upon the plants, 
animals, or fossils met with, or quaint observations upon 
men or manners. One might quote endlessly from this 
oUa podrida of scientific, antiquarian, and social observa- 
tions; but it will suffice to take, by way of specimen. 



TANTALLON AND BASS ROCK. 


Ray’s account of his journey from Dunbar to Edinburgh, 
on which occasion he paid a visit with his companions to 
rile Bass Rock. 

‘ August the 19th, we went to Leith, keeping all along 
the side of the Fryth. By the way we viewed Tontallon 
Castle, and passed over to the Basse Island, where we 
saw on ffie rocks innumerable of the soland geese. The 
0ld ones are all over white, excepting the pinion or hard 
c^^e wings, which are black. The uf^ part 
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of the head and neck, in those that are old, is of a . 
yellowish dun colour ; they lay but one egg apiece, which 
is white and not very large. They are very bold, and 
sit4n great multitudes till one comes close up to them, 
because they are not wont to be scared or disturbed. 
The young ones are esteemed a choice dish in Scotland, 
and sold very dear (is. 8d. plucked). . We eat of them at 
Dtmbar. They are in bigness little inferior to an ordinary 
goose. The young one is upon the back black, and 
speckled with little white spots; under the breast and 
the belly gray. The beak is sharp-pointed, the mouth 
very wide and large, the tongue very small, the eyes 
great, the foot hath four toes webbed together. It feeds 
upon mackerel and herring, and the flesh of the young 
pne smells and tastes strong of these fish. The other 
birds which nestle in the Basse are these: the scout, 
which is double-ribbed; the cattiwake, the cormorant, 
the scart, and a bird called the turtle-dove, whole 
footed, and the feet red.* There are verses which 
contain the names of these birds among the vulgar, two 
whereof are ; 

The scout, the scart, and the cattiwake, 

The soland goose sits on the lack, 

Yearly in the spring. 

*We saw [some] of the scout's eggs, which are very 
large and speckled.' It is very dangerous to climb the 
rocks" for the young of these fowls, and seldom a year 
passeth but. one or other of the timbers fall down, 
and lose their lives, as did one not long before our 

Th* ‘•ceut ' Is the ; the 'cattiwake ' u kittiwalto^S | :thia 'scirt * 

is diiib and the 'tuitleHiove* is ths hlo!^ , 
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being there. The laird of this island makes a great 
profit yearly of the soland geese taken ; as I remember, 
,they told us 130/. sterling. There is in the isle a 
small house, which they call a castle; it is inaccessible 
and impregnable, but of no great consideration in a 
war, there being no harbour, nor anything like it. The 
island will afford grass to keep thirty sheep. They 
make strangers that come to visit it burgesses of the 
Basse, by giving them to drink of the water of the 
well, which springs near the top of the rock, and a 
flower out of the garden thereby. The island is nought 
else but a rock, and stands off the land near a mile; 
at Dunbar you would not guess it above a mile distant, 
though it be thence at least five. We found growing 
in the island in great plenty, Beta tnarina^ Lychnis 
marina nostras^ Malva arhorea marina nostras^ and 
Cochlearia rotundifolia. By the way we saw also glasses 
made of kelp and sand mixed together, and calcined 
in an oven. The crucibles which contained the melted 
glass, they told us, were made of tobacco-pipe clay. 

*At Leith we saw one of those citadels built by the 
Protector, one of the best fortifications that ever we 
beheld, passing fair and sumptuous. There are three 
forts advanced above the rest, and two platforms. The 
works round about are faced, with freestone towards 
the ditch, , and are almost as high: as the highest build- 
ings within, and withal thick and substantial. Below 
are vqy pleasant, convenient, and well-built houses for 
ihe governor, officers, and soldiers, and for magazines 
stcn'es; there , is ^so a good capacious chapel, the 
void space within, as large as Trinity CoDege 
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(in Cambridge) great court. This is one of the four 
forts. The other three are at St Johnston’s, Inverness, 
and Ayre. The building of each of which (as we were ^ 
cre^dibly informed) cost above 100,000/. sterling; indeed, 

I do not see how it could cost less. In England it 
would have cost luuch more. 

^In Edinburgh we went to the principal public build- 
ings. These are : ( i ) The castle, a very strong building, 
on a precipitous solid rock; it is one of the king’s 
houses, but of no very great receipt; in it are kept 
the crown and sceptre of Scotland. There was then 
lying in the castle yard an old great iron gun, which 
they call Mount’s Meg, and some, Meg of Berwick, of 
a great bore, but the length is not answerable to the 
bi^ess. (2) Heidot’s Hospital, a square stone building, 
having a large turret at each comer. It hath very 
spacious and beautiful gardens, and is well .inclosed. 
There is a cloister on both sides of the court, on each 
hand as one goeth in, and a well in the middle thereof. 
At our being there it maintained three-score boys, 
who wore blue gowns ; but they told us it was designed 
for other purposes. It would make a very handsome 
college, comparable to the best in our universities. 
Over the gate, within-side, stands the figure G. Heriot, 
the founder thereof, and under him this verse, 

Corporis hsec, animi est hoc opus effigies. 

(3) The College, for the building of it, [is] but mean, 
and of no very great capacity, in both comparable to 
Caius College, in Cambridge. Most of the sbrfent^ 
here live after the fashion of Leyden, in fhe town; and 
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wear no gowns till they be laureat, as they call it. 
At our being there (being the time of the vacancy), 
there was not a student in town ; the premier also, as 
they call him,, was absent in London. In the hall of 
this College, the king’s commissioner, Middleton, was 
entertained by the citizens of Edinburgh. 

‘(4) The parliament house, which is but of small con- 
tent, as far as we could judge, not capable of holding 
two hundred persons. The Lords and commons sit 
both in the same room together. There is also a place 
which they call the inner house, in which sit fifteen lords, 
chosen out of the house, as it were a grand committee. 
There is an outer room like the lobby, which they call 
the waiting-room; and two other rooms above-stairs, 
where commissioners sit We saw Argyle and Guthry 
their heads standing on the gates and toll-booth. At 
the time we were in Scotland, divers women were burnt 
for witches, they reported to the number of about one 
hundred and twenty.’ 

In 1660, after the Restoration, Ray was ordained; 
but two years later his direct connection with the 
Church of England came to an end, in consequence of 
the passing of the ‘Act of Uniformity.’ By this act, 
as is well known, every clergyman was required to 
dedare bis assent to everything contained in the Book 
of Common^ Prayer, to take the oath of canonical 
obedience, and to abjure the Solemn League and Covc^ 
i nant; and there is no reason to doubt that Ray, aii 
atta<?hed son of the church, would willingly have dgned, 
' th^e aitides. A declaration was, however, further 
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required, that those who had already signed the Solemn 
League and Covenant did not lie under any obligation to 
keep their oath; and to this Ray could not conscientiously 
subscribe. .. Rather than do so, he sacrificed his fellowship, ' 
a"fcd, with it, all his hopes of ecclesiastical preferment; 
thus setting, along with many other high-minded men, 
a noble example of adherence to principle, and of dis- 
regard for considerations of personal comfort or worldly - 
profit 

Having thus abandoned his career in Cambridge, Ray 
detenriined to travel abroad for a ^ime; and he carried 
this determination into practice early in 1663, in company 
with his friend Francis Willughby and two of his own 
pupils. Ray’s journeyings on the Continent lasted till 
March 1666, and took him through a large part of Western 
and Southern Europe, including Sicily and Malta. The 
record of his travels, and of the scientific observations 
which he made thereon, was given to the world in 1673, 
imder the title of ‘ Observations, topographical, moral, and* 
physiological, made in a Journey through part of the Low 
Countries, Germany, Italy, and France.* This most quaint 
and interesting journal abounds in information of all 
kinds, and upon all sorte of subjects. Observations upon 
the towns, public buildings, political and social institu- 
tions, habits of the people, and naturfl scenery, are 
mingled in the oddest way with learned disquisitions 
Upon scientific problems, or descriptions of the animals 
^d plants met with on the journey., Endless quotations 
might be made, but one characteristic sample will be , 

Jbuimeying from Nutnberg to ^^dsbon, l&ay $tq|>|>ed^^ 
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a day at Altdorf,* which he describes as ‘ a little walled 
town, and an university belonging to the Nurenbergers, 
where there is a pretty physic garden.* He then appends 
in full, a Latin inscription containing a.histqry of the 
university, in which ^are maintained thirty-six students 
at the charges of the city of Nurenberg, which also 
pays the professors their stipends.* The degrees given 
by this little university are those of Moctor of law, 
physic, and poetry, batchelor of divinity, and master of 
arts.* 

Here Ray was shown some ‘ serpent-stones, and some 
petrified cockle and muscle shells ;* and he takes occasion 
thereupon to enter upon a digression of more than a 
dozen pages as to the nature of ‘ fossils * in general. In 
this digression he not only gives a list of the localities 
known to him as affording fossils, but he discusses all 
the theories as to their origin, and particularly the two 
principal rival hypotheses of his day. By one of these 
theories — ^which Ray speaks of as the * general opinion 
of the antients* — ^it was held that fossils ‘were original 
the shells or bones of living fishes or other animals bred 
in the sea;* the ancients in this matter agreeing with 
modem scientific men. On the pther hand, there was 
the widely spread opinion of those who imagined ‘these 
bodies to have ,|^een the effects and products of some 
plastic power in the earth, and to have been formed 
aft^ the manner of diamonds and other precious stones. 
Of the crystals of coagulated salts, by shooting into such 

' At one time a fiunons univermty* having come into existmme in 

to^ ia ^ ^<7 after NOmbe^ had b«n iacmpwatad 
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figures.’ Ray winds up a long argument upon the merits 
of these two theories as foDows: ‘For. my own part, I 
confess, I propend to the first opinion, as being more ® 
consonant to the nature of the thing, and could wish 
that all external arguments and objections against it were 
.rationally and solidly answered.’ Having satisfactorily 
disposed of this knotty point, he then immediately continues 
the thread of his narrative, as ' if it had been wholly 
uninterrupted, by giving a full list of the then professors 
in the university of Altdorf, together with a statement 
as to the books which were studied in the different 
classes. 

The two or three years which followed Ray’s return 
home, were occupied by him in all sorts of scientific work, 
and in travelling through England. Much of his time 
he spent with his friend Willughby, with whom he carried 
out at this period a series of well-known experiments 
upon the ascent and descent of the sap in trees. In 1667, 
Ray became a Fellow of the Royal Society of London, 
which had only been incorporated for about five 
years. Two years later be published his ‘Catalogue 
of English Plants,’ which, after going into a second 
edition, was remodelled, and ultimately appeared in 
1690 as the famous ‘Synopsis Methodica Stirpium 
Mtannicariim.’ So far as botany w^ coho^ed, this 
wdl-known treatise ‘ prov^ the great a>mer-stone of his 
reputMioh*' 

Year after year thus passed b^, and found Ray still 
absorbed in his peaceful and uneventful scientific tabouis, 
rill, in 167a, lus fri^d ^d coadjutor Will^hby was 
carried 0 by a fsywj ‘to the i^^ 
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loss and grief/ he writes, * of myself, his friends, and all 
good men.’ This event materially changed Ray’s, life 
for a time at any rate. He had been left by Willughby 
an annuity of sixty pounds a year, with the charge of 
superintending the education of his sons, Francis and 
Thomas, the eldest of these being at this time not four 
years old.. He was also left as Willughby’s literary and 
scientific executor. 

Under these circumstances, Ray made Middleton 
Hall, the seat of the Willughbys, his headquarters; 
and occupied himself during the next three or four 
years in the education of the boys intrusted to his 
care, and in editing and completing Willughby’s manu- 
scripts. His work in connection with the latter will be 
noticed hereafter ; but some idea may be formed of his 
wonderful intellectual activity and power of work, from 
the fact that, in addition to carrying out the duties above 
mentioned, he published a * Nomenclator Classicus ’ (1672), 
his work on the Low Countries (1673), and his well-known 
‘Collection of Unusual or Local English Words’ (1673). 
He also, at the same time, carried on an extensive corres- 
pondence with Martin Lister, Mr Oldenburg (the Secretary 
of the Royal Society), Sir Hans Sloane, Dr Tancred 
Robinson, and others.* At this period, letters were some- 
thing much more serious and substantial than they are 
at the present day, and many of Ray’s letters to Olden- 
burg were published in the ‘ Philosophical Transactiotta’ 
They dealt with the most extraordinary variety of subjects, 
amongst which Dr Derham enumerate, ^ PauTs baiidom 
stones.found in Malta], * the Trochites of nmifh* : 
tooms/tpaia^ bleeding ^ trees arid niorioh 0^ 
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sap, spontaneous generation, musk-scented insects, the 
scolopendra, the acid juice of pismires, the darting of 
spiders, the anatomy of 'the porpus, the air-bladder in 
fishes, the macreuse’ [scoter duck], ‘and the woo^- 
*‘*<aacker.’.* A number of these letters, together with those 
of his correspondents, were published shortly after Ra/s 
d^th by Dr Derham; in which the industrious reader 
will surely discover, as Dr Derham quaintly puts it^ ‘ so 
enterteining and profitable a variety of curious learning, as 
will sufficiently compensate for defects, and cause him to 
think that neither have I cast away my time and pains, 
nor he his cost.* 

Amidst all this press of -scientific work, Ray found time 
fqr the softer emotions, and in June 1673 he was married, 
•in Middleton Church, to Margaret, daughter of Mr John 
Oakeley of Launton in Oxfordshire, his wife being some 
twenty-five years younger than himself. About two years 
after this event, Ray, who Had with his wife been living 
at Middleton Hall in Wi^ckshire, removed to Sutton 
Cdfield, a place about four miles off; his tuition of 
Willughby’s sons having now come to a dose. Two 
years later (1677) he again moved his quarters, this time 
to Falbome Hall in Essex, whence two years afterwards 
he finally shifted to Black Notley, his native place, in 
which he spent the remaining years of his life. 

From this time onward Ray’s life was wholly uaevoit- 
fill, and was occupied in mcessant and most fhiitfiil toil at 
liis ftiyouiite sciences, and k ronstaht correspondence 
ftj^d^ Boi^ after t^bofc Came ffom hk hands, 
^ $9ine iK)tu^c^ some ib^lpg^caL 6oine 
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account of these will be given immediately. In the 
meanwhile we must hasten t0| the end. Ray’s marriage 
had not been blessed with children, and the last ten years 
of his life were embittered by failing health and a painful 
disorder. To the last, however, he intermitted not in his 
labours, and was engaged in writing perhaps the best of 
his zoological treatises (namely his ‘History of Insects*), 
when death overtook him. His last letter, penned on 
his deathbed, bearing, as Dr Derham says, ‘ the marks of 
a dying hand in every letter,* and broken off at the end 
by reason of failing strength, was to Sir Hans Sloane. It 
is subjoined below in its entirety. Few who have known 
what it is to enjoy a long and tried friendship, will read it 
nnmoved. 

Dear Sir— of friends; these are to take a final 
leave of you as to this world. I look upon myself as a dying 
man* God requite yourl^indnels expressed any ways towards 
me an hundred fold, bless you with a« confluence of all good 
things in thrs world, and eternal life and happiness hereafter, 
and grant us an happy meeting in heaven. I am, sir, eternally 
yours, John Ray. 

Bi^CK NoTtEYj.yafi. 7 ^ 4 , 1704. 

FosUcripi.r--^\i^Ti you happen to write to my singular friend 
Dr Hotton, I pray tell him I received his most obliging and 
aifisctionate letter, for which 1 return thanks, and acquaint him 
that i was not able to answer it ; 

: Ih# 17th p/ Janjjaiy 1764; In, his house at 

dit^, in tlie i^en^-^venth yem of % 
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So passed away a great and good man, who to pre- 
eminent intellectual gifts united a singularly upright, 
simple, pure, and lovable disposition. As his biography 
Derham has it — ‘in his dealings no man more strictly just; 
in his conversation, no man more humble, courteous, and 
affable ; towards God, no man more devout ; and towards 
the poor and distressed, no man more compassionate and 
charitable, according to his abilities.’ 




WILLUGHBY. 



RAY AND WILLUGHBY 

(continued). 

In estimating Ra/s intellectual achievements, and 
the value of bis scientific labours, his published works 
m&y be divided into three groups. The first and most 
ctnisiderable of these embraces his botanical treatises. 
Ihese we must wholly pass over here, though it is upon 
that Ray’s scientific reputation most largely rests. 
It b mough to quote in this reject the verdict of 
Sir James E. Smith (‘Rees’s Cyclopaedia’), that Ray was 
'the most accurate in. observation — the most philosophicai 
b the most fiuthful in decriptiqn. 
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amongst all the botanists of his own, or perhaps any 
other time.’ 

The second division of Ray’s works includes his theo- 
logical treatises, of which two attained great celebrity — 
namely, ‘ The Wisdom of God in the Creation,’ which went 
through many editions, and his three ‘ Physico^theological 
Discourses concerning the Chaos, Deluge, and Dissolution 
of the World,’ of which three successive editions appeared. 
The first of these ia an elaborate and learned survey 
of nature in general, and of the structure of the body 
of man and animals in particular, from the teleological 
point of view. From that point of view, it ia a wonder- 
ful production for the time in which it was written — 
dm in conception, full in ilhistratioi), elevated in 
sentiment, and dignified in language. The second of 
the works just referred to is, in the main, a cosmogony 
and a theoiy of geological action. 

As was natural at the time he wrote, and with his 
view^ Ray did not wholly eschew hypothetical causes in 
his endeavour to explain how the earth had reached its 
present condition. All the geologists of his day relied 
upon imaginary causes, or invoked hypothetic^ agencies 
in their explanations of the formation of tiie earth. Ray,' 
however, was in this respect more advanced than most 
of his contemporaries, for he relied upon known physidd 
agendas, whoever it seemed to him possible to account 
for tite presumed course of events by the ordinary ai£d 
"recdgniited operations of nature.: He not ody riiowed 
a de^ to get rid of imt^rnary cawKS b his ^lana- 
tion ef Itiut oe^on oC tte world; ^t he epd^yicmrod 
to: ^j^n the ^ wodd^^ 
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similar causes. Thus, he drew particular attention to 
the * denuding’ action of rain, rivers, and the sea,- 
wd to the manner in which the dry land is at the 
present day worn away by these agencies; and he 
speculates upon the result in the future of the long 
continuance of this action. The value of Ray’s treatise 
is now, of course, purely historical; but as a piece of 
philosophical reasoning, it attains a much higher level 
than its more celebrated contemporary, the ‘ Essay towards 
a Natural History of the Earth and Terrestrial Bodies,’ 
by John Woodward (1695). 

The third group of the works which the world owes 
to Ray comprises his zoological treatisea Ray’s con- 
tributions to the science of zoology are, however, so 
largely, and in many respects so indissolubly linked 
with those of his friend WOlughby, that it is not 
possible, even if it were desirable, to consider the two 
separately. It may therefore be proper to preface 
this subject by the following brief account of the life 
of the latter. 

Francis Willughby was bom" at Middleton in War- 
^ wickshire, in 4he year 1635, and was, the only son of 
Sir Francis Willughby. Little is known of his early 
life, except that he was a most diligent student In 
1653, he entered at Trinity College, Cambridge, giadu- 
• ating as Bachelor of Arts in 1656, and as Master 
Arts in 1659. It was at Cambridge that he commenced 
.Ufcfeng friendt^ with John Ray, whose pujal he 
is [^t^ to have been;, . feimigb ‘ this point tii 

seems to be some doubt '^ Be^ lMs as it may, R is: 
certain jiiati feodt’ltfais. time "ferw^ 
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became the closest of intimates, a^d that bpth threw 
^emselves with the utmost ardour into the study of 
nature. Ray had largely devoted himself to botany^ 
whereas the bent of Willughby’s mind was rather to 
zoology; though the former also extensively investigated 
animals, and the latter worked at times with plants. 
Hence, when Ray, being forced, as already narrated, to 
abandon his life at Cambridge, determined to travel 
abroad, Willughby agreed to join him ; they having formed 
the design of preparing together a kind of general account 
of the animal and vegetable kingdom. Ray’s own 
version of this design, and of the part which it was 
intended that he and *Willughby should respectively take 
in its execution, has been preserved to us by Dr Derham, 
who writes as follows upon this point ; 

‘These two gentlemen, finding the “History of Nature” 
very imperfect, had screed between themselves, before 
their trayels beyond sea, to reduce the several tribes 
of things to a method; and to give accurate descrip- 
tions of the several species, from a strict view of them. 

. And . forasmuch as Mr Willughby’s genius lay chiefly 
, to animals, therefore he undertook the birds, beasts, 
fishes, and insects, as Mr Ray did the vegetables, 
j^d how each of these two great men discharged Ins 
province, the world hath seen in their awks;, irhiph 
’ show that' h|r Ray lived to brirrg his part 'to great 
p^ectlon ; and that Mr Willnghby carried his as &f’ 
as the utmost application' and diligeiice of a short life 
■ ' i^idd 'ewdrie. hfiait'’' i};' 

Ilm' Joint, 'for which. 
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from 1663 the beginning of 1666; but Willughby 
parted from Ray in the later part of 1664, for the 
purpose of travelling in Spain. The journal of his 
Spanish tour was appended to the ‘Travels in the Low 
Countries/ published by Ray in 1673 ; but it was un- 
fortunate that all the scientific papers written by the 
two friends while they were together, and describing 
the animals and plants which they had met with, were lost 
on their return. 

At the close of the year 1665, Willughby lost his father, 
and succeeded to the family estates. He now took up 
his abode at Middleton Hall, where Ray was his frequent 
guest. ‘ Willughby now applied himself with the utmost 
zeal to the execution of his great plan of publishing a 
systematic work dealing with the whole animal kingdom. 
Ray was often with him, helping him in ordering the 
extensive collections which he had accumulated. The 
two took scientific tours together — making their way at 
one time as far as Land’s End ; and they worked together 
at various scientific researches. Thus for a few years 
Willughby lived, immersed in his work, and enjoying his 
quiet home-life. In 1668, he married, but four years later 
he was attacked with pleurisy and fever, to which he 
succumbed at the early age of thirty-seveil. ‘ Thus,’ as 
^ Dr Derham remarks, ‘ was the world deprived of this great 
good man, in his very prime. . • . His example 
deserves the imitation of every person of estate and 
ihoriburi; he was a man whom God had. blessed with 
a very plentiful estate, and with excellent parts, capalde 
6 t siakin^im usdTul to the world; and accordingly he 
Dio opi^ztunity of being m He did not 
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the fashion too much is) depend upon his riches, and 
spend his time in sloth and sports, idle-company keeping, 
and luxury ; but practising what was laudable and good,^ 
j and what might be of service to mankind.' 

Had it not been for the affectionate care of his friend 
Ray, the world would not have been in a position to 
estimate, even in part, what it had lost in Francis 
Willugbby. For, though he had been so long engaged 
in scientific researches, Willughby, up to the time of his 
death, had published hardly any of his observations. He 
had, in fact, published nothing independently, save two or 
three entomological papers in the Transactions of the 
Royal Society, of which he was a Fellow. Ray, however, ' 
undertook to edit and bring out the mass of scientific 
notes which Willughby had for the most part ‘rhapsodi- 
cally written in Latin,’ and which he had left in prepara> 
tion for his contemplated work on animals ; and this task 
Ray discharged with the utniost fidelity. Indeed, much 
controversy, of a wholly profitless nature, has arisen as to 
the respective share, of the original author and of the 
editor, in the zoological treatises which subsequently 
appeared under the name of Willughby. We may take 
it for granted that much of the merit of these treatises 
was due to Ray, but that their groundwork should be 
credited to Willughby. On this point, we have lUy's 
own testimony; who says that^ on examining Willughby’s 
manuscripi» alter his death, he ^fpund the sev^al anim^ ^ 
of evety kind,.both birds and beasl^ and fishes tod insects^ 
digested itito a mefeod of Ws own G^triving|^ut ibw pf 
or histodes .fo fufi or p^^ to he 
; faitended •; V ^ ■■ \ 
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The first work of Willughby^s which was published 
under the editonal superintendence of Ray was a syste- 
jDatic treatise on birds, ^wherein all the birds hitherto 
known, being reduced into a method suitable to their 
natures, are accurately described.’* This great work 
was published in one volume, folio, in 1676; it was 
translated by Ray into English in 1678 ; and a 
French edition was published by Saleme in 1767. The 
descriptive part of this well-known treatise is very good, 
and it contains excellent accounts of the habits of the 
birds' described. Much cannot be said, however, for 
the illustrations, so glowingly described in the title. They 
are mostly poor copies of previously existing figures, and 
according to Macgillivray — ^an excellent authority — there 
are ‘ not ten figures in the work which bear an accurate 
resemblance to their originals.’ The classification adopted 
in the work is a purely artificial one, as, indeed, it could 
not have otherwise been ; and it would serve no particular 
purpose to summarise it or discuss it here. It may be 
added, however, that in spite of its deficiencies, it is his 
^Ornithology’ which has mainly conduced to keep alive 
the memory of Willughby as a naturalist. 

Ten years after the appearance of the ‘ Ornithology,’ Ray 
edited and published a second work of WUlughby’s, under 
die title * Historian Kscium, Libri Quatuor,’ London, folio, 
t686. This famous treatise contained descriptions and 
figures not only of most of the fishes which had been 
n^c^ed b? ichthyologists, but also of numerous 

* ^OnrithdjljjgiA, lire de Avibua, Libri tres : in quibus Aves omaes haceenot coga&s^' 
in Afetbioduiti aaturif 9uii oonvenientuiii redacts, accurate describratiir* ; 

rioaes ioonibw elegantiuimis et'vlTaram avium timillinus sri iacUia 
. liDqqgnovit, dlliteiic, aup^eyit Johaania Rains.’ ^ , % j 
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types which had come under the observation of the authors 
in their joint travels on the Continent. Thus Cuvier states 
that it contained many observations on the fishes of the^ 
Mediterranean, which were not fo be elsewhere obtained > 
and one of our highest living authorities (Dr Albert 
* Gunther) has stated that ‘it is no exaggeration to say that 
at that time these two Englishmen knew the fishes of the 
Continent, especially those of Germany, better than any 
continental zoologist (‘ Introduction to the Study of Fishes,’ 
p. 8). It is interesting to note, by way of marking the 
progress of natural history, that while Aristotle is supposed 
to have been acquainted with about one hundred and 
fifteen species of fishes', Ray estimates the total number 
known to him at about five hundred species. At the 
present day, on the other hand, naturalists are acquainted 
with about six thousand species of fishes; nearly seven 
hundred species of fresh-water fishes — sl number greater 
than the whole of the fishes known to Ray — Shaving been 
recognised as occurring in the single area of tropical Sduth 
America. 

In addition to the ‘Ornithology’ and ‘Tchthyology ’ of 
Willughby, Ray published under his own name three 
. Synopsa, so as to give a brief conspectus of the entire 
Series of the Vertebrate Animds. The first of these 
appeared in 1693, with the title, ‘ Synopsis metbodica Ani- 
malium Quadrupedum, et Serpentini Generis.’ This 
commences with an introducrion dealing with the geneni^^ 
characters of animals; but the. bulk of die Vork 
kynoptic 4 accohm^ of MiEuun^ls, ELeptiles, and Ampbibla^^ 

J animals here, adopted is of mtere$t» 

attempt at a systematic arrangement 
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of fhe animal kingdom; and it will be noticed more 
particularly immediately, in connection with the later 
^ Linnean classification. The second ‘ Synopsis Methodica ^ 
appeared in 1713, after Ray’s death, and consisted of 
two parts, one dealing with birds, and the other with 
fishes, thus completing the series of the Vertebrate 
Animals. 

Lastly, Ray undertook, at the very close of his long 
and laborious life, to complete a systematic treatise 
on Insects, which Willughby had intended to write, 
and had, in fact, sketched out This work^ Ray did 
not live to complete, but it was published after his 
death, in 1710, at the expense of the Royal Society, 
under the title, ^ Historia Insectorum.’ It is unfortunate 
that this treatise was not accompanied by illustrations, 
which detracted considerably from the value which it 
might otherwise have possessed. Under the name of 
^Insects,* Ray understood not only the animals now so 
named, but also the Spiders and Scorpions, the Centipedes 
and Millepedes, and the true Worms, The classification 
of the Insects proper which Ray adopted Is based 
essentially upon their ^metamorphoses,’ that is to say, 
upon the changes which the insect undergoes in passing 
from the egg to the adult condition; and though, as 
might be supposed, in many respects wholly out of accord, 
: wi& modem knowledge^ it nevertheless clearly recognises 
natural groups of insects. 
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LINN^US AND THE LINNEAN . 
CLASSIFICATION. 

ts 

At the tinie of Bay and WUlughby, of which we have just 
' speaking, itataialists were principally occupied with 
n$akitig coiiectiohS of animals ; with accumulating observa- 
. in connection with their, habits and Mode 

^ aU, mth framing dassihcations. The, 

, ;it(KdQgK^ Writs of Ray and Willui^by #eio laigely CQn- 
eetneri 

contain the ^t hematic classificatjOQ' of . t^e whole 
ahimal kingdom which had'been att^pl^'^ 
time. Thor d j ^ficalioo sminida w^':bowevff, 
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necessarily^ altogether of what is called an ‘artificial’ 
character ; and we may here explain briefly what is meant 
J3y an ‘ artificial * as opposed to a ‘ natural * classification. 

Classification is simply the arrangement of a serieslof 
objects in some kind of order^ and its most obvious pur* 
pose is to supply a means of identifying and finding any 
given object in the series. When naturalists first came to 
investigate the vast series of the animal kingdom, they 
were at once confronted with the necessity of establishing 
some arrangement of these, so that they might be able to 
find out what any new animal was, and to place it in some 
group. As, however, their knowledge was very imperfect, 
they naturally adopted obvious and conspicuous characters 
as the basis of their arrangement, regardless of the fact 
that such characters are often of little real importance, and 
may be quite outweighed by other much less readily 
recognisable features. Ray’s classification of animals, 
which, in a slightly modified form, is here subjoined, is 
based in this way on a few obvious characters. Ray 
divided all animals as follows : 

I. Red-blooded Animals Vertdratt^i* 

1. Respiring by ^ngs, and having a heart {hmish^ with two 
ventricles — 

A. Viviparous— 

^ Aquatic..... Cetac^ <wha!ea, 

A Terrestrial Ordin^ MaUuhals. 

B, Oviparous.. .’...Birds. - ' v . 

, ^ Havix% a heart with a dngle ventricle— 

A. Air-brnthers, With Ihhga;..... . ..Reptiles* 

5 , Breafbihg by 

'• ^idada^c^-MoIiusca. 

^ Ua&i 8ise.^;.^..4^». ...p;,..... ) Malacoatiaca^ 

V > '^‘'r ' / "■ ■ 1 Ostracodenn^'or 
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As regards die red-blooded or Vertebrate animals, the 
structure of the ventricle of the heart is taken in the ' 
above classification as the primary element of the arrange ' 
Hence the first thing which Ray himself would 
have done, in dealing with some Vertebrate animal which 
he did not know, would have been to examine its heart. 
If it had a double ventricle, he would have concluded 
diat it must belong to the Cetaceans (whales, dolphins, 
&C.), the OTdinary terrestrial quadrupeds, or the birds. 
If it had a single ventricle, he would have placed it either 
among the reptiles (under which name he included both 
the true Reptiles and the Amphibians), or among the 
fishes. Supposing the animal to belong to the first series 
— that is, to the groups with a double ventricle — Ray would 
have next inyestigated the method in which it brought 
forth its young. If it were viviparous, he would have his 
further choice restricted to the two groups of the Cetaceans 
and the ordinary Mammals ; if it were oviparous, he would 
be able to place it definitely among the birds. In the case '' 
of its being viviparous, the only character which would b6 
consulted would be whether it lived in the water or upon 
the land. If it were an aquatic animal, Ray would locate 
it finally among the Cetaceans; whereas it would find a 
{^ace among the ordinary quadrupeds, if its ^bita w<»e 
■-t^rrestjtW. 

Now this clasafication, though eaiffid^tly convenient 
is no particular objeot in view other ^ply ' 

to discoYA to what great group a given ymebtaVe animal 
. is to be . reared, is an eminently ‘artifi^’ arrangement 
Ihat is to say, the thaiamers used to separate the (hfferent 
groups ato to a huge eMeitt nOmesaondaK tmep;' and 
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not express the real relationships of the animals grouped 
together.^ Henee^ this arrangement separates certain 
animals .which are closely allied to one another, and places 
o&iers in juxtaposition between which there is no real 
affinity.' .Thus, the Cetaceans (whales and dolphins) are 
"^separated from the ordinary quadrupeds, with which they 
agree, in all really essential points, simply upon the trivial 
gipund "of their aquatic habits ; though Ray places the 
almost equally aquatic Seals in their right place, and even 
puts the Manatees (sea>cows) among the ordinary Mam- 
mal^ Again, the birds, by the structure of their heart, are 
placed in the same primary division as the Mammals, 
whereas their true affinities are with the Reptiles, in spite 
W the incomplete heart possessed by the latter. 

The above classification, therefore, does not express 
the true ordei; of nature, or indicate correctly the real 
^relationships that subsist between different groups of 
.animals. Like all ^artificial’ classifications, it is essenti- 
ally a mere index to the book of nature; and though 
extremely useful for the purpose of discriminating between 
^ fferent species of animals, it no more expresses the 
relationship9(lx>f these species to each other, than a good 
index would enable one to recognise the connection 
betw^n the different subjects of a volume. \ 

; Ori;the other hand, a classification is a * natural’ one 
jsp as it does express these r^tionships. Qn a 
tidily ^ natmelVcIassifi^^ anii^s are grouped together 
to their true affinities to each other; and as 
< 1 ^ the parts of the 
die characters which are used ; 
a ciaijisificatk^ those of the mxitt stnictore^ 
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and not merely some single peculiarity. A * natural’ 
classification, therefore, . resembles a subject index to a 
book, rather than a mere alphabetical index. Of course, 
no perfect classification would be possible unless our 
knowledge of all animals were perfect ; and as this is not 
the case, even the best of modem classifications is 
necessarily, to a larger or smaller extent, an ^ artificial ’ one. 
Still, naturalists recognise now, that the merit of a classi- 
fication is in direct proportion to the extent to which it 
ceases to be a mere arbitrary or convenient grouping, and 
is based upon the points of structural or morphological 
agreement between animals, quite irrespective of such 
secondary matters as the way in which they live. 

At the period at which Ray lived, our knowledge of 
animals was not sufficiently extensive to render the framing 
of anything but an artificial classification possible. More- 
over, there existed at that time no clear and definite system 
of zoological nomenclature. What was at that time 
understood as a ‘ genus * was generally what we should 
now call a ‘ family,* or, in many cases, even an ‘ order ' 
of animals. There was also no fixed method of naming 
‘species’ of animals, so as to clearly indicate by their 
names what precise place they occupied in their own 
group. As an example of this, we may take the British 
species of the Crow family, and contrast their names at 
the present day with those employed by Ray : 

Ray’s nomenclature. Modern nomendature. 

I. Raven Corvusc^rax. 

% Carrion-crow Corvus eorone^ 

3. Rook.. ,,„€ormxfrugU^a frugii^ 

4* Hoioded-crow CmtkcdnereafrugUfga,„€orvuscormx* 

5« Jackdaw 

60 
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It will be seen from the above that the names which 
Ray used for the half-dozen British species of ‘ crows * (in 
^he wide sense of this term) are sometimes single, some- 
times double, sometimes treble ; and also that the names 
given to the raven and the jackdaw would not indicate 
any relationship to the rook, the hooded crow, and the 
carrion crow, On the other hand, the names used in the 
modem system for the same birds, are, in the first place, 
all built upon one system, being binomial, consisting of 
two names, the second corresponding with a man’s 
Christian name and the first with his surname. We also - 
see that the raven, carrion crow, rook, and hooded crow are 
closely allied to one another, as they all belong to the 
single sept or ‘ genus ’ Corvus.* On the other hand, the 
chough belongs to a group of crows distinguished from our 
commoner forms by certain special peculiarities, in which 
it agrees with two other existing species, and it is there- 
fore removed from the rook and its immediate allies, and 
placed in the separate genus Fregilus, 

Ray’s classification of animals was, at the time it 
appeared, the best arrangement of the animal kingdom 
which had been brought forward. It was not destined, 
however, to live long ; and it was superseded, less than 
forty years after Ray’s death, by the system propounded by 
the celebrated Swedish naturalist Linnaeus, whose life 
may be briefly sketched here. 

Karl von Linnd — ^usually known by the Latinised name 
of Linnaeus--*-was born at Rashult, in the province of 
Smftland in Swedep, in the year 1707. His father was 

* OrnUh^<>gisU tiow breftH up the genus CormtM into subordinate groupa, 
whi^ dlacinj^^sh^ by spechU names. 
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pastor of Rashult, and Linnaeus himself was educated 
with the intention of entering the ministry ; but the strong 
taste which he early manifested for botanical and other 
scientific pursuits led to his ultimately entering upon the 
study of medicine in preference to that of divinity. In 
pursuance of this end, Linnaeus became a student in the 
university of Lund in 1727, being greatly assisted in his 
scientific studies by Stobaeus, the professor of medicine, 
and botany, in whose house he lived. Being, however, 
strongly attracted to the university of Upsala by the 
superior facilities which it offered for the study of the 
natural sciences, Xinnaeus abruptly left his friend and 
patron Stobaeus, and betook himself to the more famous 
seat of learning. Here he found himself reduced to great 
straits by reason of poverty, and it was only after a year or 
more passed in extreme indigence, that he was relieved 
from this condition through the kindness of Professor 
Celsius, who received him as a guest into his hQUse. He 
now ardently prosecuted his studies in botany and 
zoology, and was shortly afterwards appointed assistant to 
Rudbeck, the professor of botany in the university. It 
was at this time also that he made the acquaintance of 
Peter Artedi,* a fellow-student and kindred spirit; and 
the intimacy thus commenced lasted till the death of the 
latter in 1735. 

In the year 1732, Linnaeus was selected by the Royal 
Academy of Upsala as a properly qualified person to 

* Aitedi devoted Idmself particularly to study of fishes, and is best known 
at the present day by his famous * Ichthyolo^* which was edited and pobii^ed by 
Linnaeus in X738, years after the death of Artedi. In the close friendship 
which sub^ted between' linnseim and Artedi, and in tlw sel^cet whjldi '^e 
former rendeied to the latter at scientific executor, there Is much to remmd us of 
the relations which existed between Ray and WiUttghhy. 
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investigate the scientific productions of Lapland. In the 
discharge of the commission thus intrusted to him, he 
undertook a toilsome and solitary expedition, which con- 
sumed six months’ time, and was attended with m£iny 
hardships, but which was fruitful in scientific results. The 
next two years of the life of Linnaeus may be passed over, 
as being little more than a record of the struggles of a 
proud, poor, and irritable genius to wring from his country- 
men the recognition and position which his talents 
deserved, but which were withheld from him on account of 
his poverty. Being prohibited from lecturing at Upsala, 
on the ground of his not having taken his academical 
degree, he ultimately (1734) commenced to give lectures 
on mineralogy at Fahlun, where he fell in love with his 
future wife, the daughter of a Dr Moraeus. The lady in 
question had saved about one hundred dollars, which sum 
she gave to Linnaeus, in order that he might take his 
degree — as was commonly done at that time— at some 
foreign university. With this end in view, he journeyed, 
to Holland, and graduated as doctor of medicine in the 
university of Harderwijk. Proceeding to Leyden, Lin- 
naeus made the acquaintance of Gronovius,* who induced 
him to publish (1735) ‘Systema Naturae.’ This work, 
afterwards so famous, comprised a classification of all 
natural objects, animals, plants, and minerals; and in 
Uiis, the first edition, it consisted of only fourteen folio 
pages. 

From Holland, Linnaeus journeyed to England, where, 
however, he did not experience a warm reception, his 

« Lomu Theodor GronoWo^ .a natwaliit: suihor of the /Mufetiadlchthyologi* 
imbUshed et L^diti b ti$4* 
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innovations in botanical classification having rendered 
him anything but a persona grata to such scientific lumin- 
aries as Sir Hans Sloane and Dillenius, the latter being; 
the then professor of botany at Cambridge. ^ In 1737, 
Linnaeus returned to Holland, and published several 
scientific works ; the best known being the ‘ Genera Plan- 
tarum ^ and the ^ Flora Lapponica.^ The former of these 
contained the characters of all the known genera of plants; 
while the latter was the result of the botanical observa- 
tions which he had made in his expedition to Lapland. 
At this time also he paid a visit to Paris, and formed a 
permanent friendship with Antoine de Jussieu, the first of 
a famous group of botanists of this name. 

In 1738, Linnaeus returned to Sweden, having spent 
three years and a half on his travels. He was now one 
of the most famous naturalists in Europe, but the 
reception which he met with from his own countrymen 
was by no means of a flattering or cordial character ; and 
»an attempt to practise as a physician in Stockholm proved 
at first far from profitable. The university of Gottingen 
paid him the compliment of offering to him the chair of 
botany, which he refused; and shortly thereafter one or 
two lucky hits in his practice brought him into public 
notice, with the result that he became one of the most 
popular physicians in Stockholm. He was now offered, 
and accepted, various scientific and medical preferments, 
which added not only to his reputation, but also to his 
income; and towards the dose of 1739, he married the 
daughter of Dr Mormus, to whom he bad been so long 
engaged. In 1741, he was api^ointed to the professorship 
of medicine and anatomy in the university of lip^lai 
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but he shortly afterwards exchanged this for the chair of 
botany and natural history. 

^ The remainder of the life of Linnasus may be passed 
over here very briefly. He had now attained the summit 
of his ambition ; and except for the trouble caused him 
by those almost inevitable controversies which attend the 
work of all reformers, his life was now free from anxiety 
and annoyance. For thirty-seven years he remained as 
professor in Upsala, with the result that this university 
became the acknowledged centre of botanical and zoo- 
logical learning in Europe. Students came from all 
European countries to attend his prelections j and many 
of his more enthusiastic pupils — such as Hasselquist, 
Forskal, Solander, and Sparrman — subsequently undertook 
extensive scientific journeys, by which our knowledge of 
the fauna and flora of distant regions was largely increased. 
Linnaeus did not allow prosperity to abate his scientific 
ardour, or to interfere with his scientific labours ; and the 
list of the works which flowed from his pen during this ^ 
period of his life would be an extremely long one. Of 
his botanical treatises, the two best known are his 
* Philosophia Botanica ’ and his ‘ Species Plantarum,' To 
zoologists, Linnaeus is best known by his ‘Systema 
Naturae,' which contained a classification of the whole 
^imal kingdom, and which, as has been seen, first saw 
the light at Leyden in 1735. This classical work went 
dirough no less than twelve editions during the 
lifetime of Linnaeus, the last being published in 1766. 

wrote various medical treatises, none of 
which^ %weyerri^^ have sufficed to give him, enduring 
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The later years of the life of Linnaeus were embittered 
by domestic annoyances and by failing health. In 1772, 
he had a slight attack of apoplexy, after which his health 
rapidly declined ; and his remaining years present us, for 
the most part, with nothing but the melancholy picture of 
constantly increasing physical decrepitude and mental 
infirmity. Exhausted with constant suffering, he died on 
the loth of January 1778, in the seventy-first year of his 
age. 

Having thus sketched in outline the principal incidents 
in the life of Linnseus, a brief consideration may be given 
to the scope and results of his labours as regards 
natural history. 

Like Ray, Linnaeus is best known as a botanist ; and 
his fame as a zoologist is principally based upon his 
classification of the animal kingdom. Ray, as we have 
seen, adopted a classification of animals which, though 
greatly in advance of anything which had previously 
► appeared, was nevertheless both artificial and in many 
respects unnatural. Thus, the Vertebrata were divided 
into primary groups in accordance with the single 
character of the structure of the heart ; while minor groups 
were established upon such trivial characters as the 
possession of an aquatic or terrestrial habit of life. 
Again, the primary divisions of the Invertebrate Animals 
were founded upon such an entirely non-essential feature 
as the mere size of the organism. 

The Linnean classification, like that of Ray, was 
essentially an ^artificial, one, in the sense that the 
/r^]^a4opti^ in framing that of selecting some 
one exclusive character, which undue importanj^evivas 
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attached, ' and by the possession or absence of which 
different groups were defined and kept apart It is to be 
Remembered, however, that though the classification of 
Linnseus was in principle an artificial one, it was in 
practice largely natural — that is to say, his groups, though 
based on artificial distinctions, in many cases really do 
correspond with natural groups. Moreover, it is to be 
borne in mind that Linnseus was perfectly well aware of 
the artificial nature of his system, and that he was 
acquainted with the requirements of a natural classifica- 
tion. He purposely adopted the ‘artificiar principle 
upon the ground that, in the then state of knowledge, such 
a classification was alone possible, and could alone be 
used with advantage. To the Linnean classification, 
therefore, we must assign the merit of being the most 
simple and the most complete of all the systems of nature 
which had been published up to the middle of the 
eighteenth century; and it not only at once superseded 
all others, but continued to be in general use for half 
a century or more after the death of its illustrious author. 
Under these circumstances no apology is needed for 
giving here the following brief sketch of the Linnean 
classification. 

In the ‘Systema Naturae,^* Linnaeus divided the 
imperium naturmy or the total assemblage of all natural 

* The * Systema Natum’ bears the hiU title, * Systema Natura% slve regna tria 
naturae systematice.proposita per classes, ordines, genera et species.’ The first 
edition consisted of only fourteen fol|o pages, and was published at Leyden in 1735 
The twelfth edition, the last which appeared in the lifetime of Lioiimi}s. 'w^ 
published m three volumes at Sto^holm, in 1766-68. The edition which is usually 
regarded as tbe authoHtative one, is the Ihirteebth, which was published at Lmpsic, 
la ten voliimhs, in 1788*^3. It was edited by Johann FfiedrldiiOBiiellnf who. in 
t^ttiWiysad^ to it and amended it. An Fetish traatlato <d tlOs 
for was publh^ 
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objects, into three regna or kingdoms — the mineral, 
vegetable, and animal kingdoms. Minerals he defines 
as bodies or accumulations of matter which have neither 
life nor sensibility \ vegetables are organised bodies which 
have life, but are without sensibility; while animals are 
not only organised and alive, but also possess sensibility 
and the power of voluntary movement. With Linnaeus’s 
arrangement of the mineral kingdom we have nothing to 
do here. It may be noted, however, that he included in 
this kingdom all those remains of extinct animals or 
plants which we now know as *■ fossils.’ These he placed 
in a special division of the mineral kingdom (Zarvata), 
believing some to be real, while others (such as the 
Graptolites) were thought by him to be imaginary, that 
is to say, purely mimetic. We are also not concerned 
here with the famous Linnean system of plants, though 
it may be remarked that this constituted an immense 
advance upon any system of classification of the vegetable 
kingdom which had preceded it The animal kingdom 
was divided by Linnaeus into the following six great 
‘ classes.’ 

(i) Mammalia, or Quadrupeds, including the animals 
which are at the present day placed under this name. 
Linnaeus divided the quadrupeds into seven ^orders,’ of 
which the first, termed Primates, included man, the 
monkeys, and the bats. The characters which induced 
Linnaeus to place the bats with the monkeys are, that in 
both these groups of animals there are generally only four 
upper front teeth, and the maimnary glands ore only two 
in nuifiter Md upon the chest. This is a good 

exmpite of the violation of natural affinities whic^ 
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from the selection of some one or two arbitrary characters 
as the basis of a classification ; since there is in reality no 
qlose relationship between the bats and the monkeys, and 
still less between the bats and man. As an instance of 
the progress of zoological discovery since the time of the 
great Swedish naturalist, it may be mentioned that while 
Linnaeus, in the twelfth edition of the ‘ Systema Naturae,^ 
described or enumerated two hundred and twenty species 
of quadrupeds, arranged in forty genera, a recent writer 
(Mr Dobson) is able to describe, in the single order of the 
Bats alone, some four hundred species, distributed in eighty 
genera. One of the least satisfactory features in the 
Linnean classification of the Mammals is, that he broke 
up the great and natural division of the hoofed quad- 
rupeds, which Ray had established under the name of 
Ungulates^ and disposed of them by establishing three 
orders (the Bruta^ Pecora^ and Bellucd)^ in which they 
were placed in unnatural juxtaposition with forms in no 
way related to them. 

(2) Aves, or Birds , — Linnaeus divided the birds into 
six orders, comprising less than a thousand species. 
His classification was a decided advance in clearness and 
general applicability upon that of Ray and Willughby; 
and his orders, though to a large extent artificial, have 
remained in general use, with more or less extensive 
modifications, even up to the present day. 

(3) Afnphibia.^By this name Linnaeus understood 

the* animals which we now know as the Reptiles, such 
as turtles, crocodiles, and serpents. At the 

sme time he placed with these the animals which 
miOHlem ham namely, the frogs, toads, 



6o 


NATURAL HISTORY. 


and newts ; these in reality being much more nearly- 
allied to the fishes than to the genuine Reptiles. Linnaeus 
also placed in this unnatural class quite a number qf 
true fishes, such as the lampreys, sturgeons, skates, and 
sharks. 

(4) Pisces^ or Fishes . — Except for the fact that Linnaeus, 
as just remarked, had placed certain fishes among the 
Reptiles, this class corresponds with what naturalists now 
understand by the same name. The minor groups of 
fishes were based upon the presence or absence of the 
hinder or ‘ventrar pair ^ of fins, and the position of 
these when pjesent, a character of a quite artificial 
nature; but several of his smaller divisions are very 
natural. In the department of fishes, however, Linnaeus 
had been preceded by Artedi, and such changes as were 
made in the ‘Systema Naturae ^ upon the classification pro- 
posed by the latter, were scarcely changes for the better. 

(5) Insectay or Insects . — Linnaeus was acquainted with 
about three thousand species of Insects, but he included 
under this head not only the true Insects, but also the 
Spiders and Scorpions, the Centipedes, and many of the 
Crustaceans (crab, lobster, &c.), none of these being, 
properly speaking, Insects. In other words, the Insecta 
of Linnaeus correspond with the * Articulate Animals * of 
later writers. Six orders of genuine Insects are recognised, 
and are defined by the nature of their wings; and a 
seventh order, under the name of Aptera, is retained for 
the reception of the #ingl^ ' insects and the other 
Articulate Animals just mentioned. To a large extent 
the classification of Insects which was adopted by 
Linnaeus iii the one which is, now in use; and there is 
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perhaps no part of his zoological system which has 
suffered less alteration at the hands of later systematists, 
that is, as regards its broad features. 

(6) Vermes , — ^Under this head, Linnaeus included all the 
Invertebrate Animals, with the exception of the Insects and 
the other Articulate Animals which he included among 
the Insects. It need hardly be said, therefore, that the 
sixth Linnean class is a wholly unnatural and mi^ 
cellaneous assemblage of animals, most of which do not 
at all correspond with what we should now call * Worms.’ • 
It was only to be expected that at the time of Linnaeus 
the Vertebrate animals were much better known than 
the Invertebrate animals, and that the insects should be 
the best known of all the Invertebrates. Hence, it is 
no matter of wonder that the Linnean class of Vermes — 
in anything like the Linnean sense — should have totally 
disappeared in the progress of zoological science, Cuvier 
having played the most important part in .the work of 
demolition and reconstruction. 

. Upon the whole, in spite of its defects, and in spite 
of the fact that it was largely based upon ‘artificial’ 
principles, we must concede to the Linnean classification 
great merits. It was, in fact, as Agassiz has remarked, 
the first essay, on a large scale, ‘at grouping animals 
together according to certain common structural char- 
acters.’ It may, however, with some confidence be 
stated that zoology owed at least as much to Linnaeus 
^ i^tm of scientific nomenclature which he intro- 
duOec^ as it did on the score of his classification of tlw 
aniii^ kingdom. 

Brior to the time (rf Lirmaeus, as has beeh previously 
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pointed out, there existed no clear and definite system 
of zoological nomenclature. No one except a work* 
ing naturalist can form any conception of the amoui^t 
of confusion arising from the want of a precise nomen- 
clature. Even with the limited number of specific 
forms of animals which were known to naturalists 
in the time of Ray, this confusion was almost intoler- 
ably great At the present day, and in the present 
state of our knowledge, the study of natural history 
would be an absolutely hopeless matter, if nomenclature 
had remained in the condition in which it waS at the 
time of Ray ^nd Willughby. Linnaeus, however, has 
the transcendent merit of having conceived and intro- 
duced the so-called ‘binomial’ system of nomenclature, 
now in universal use among naturalists. On this system 
each ‘genus,’ or group of related ‘species,’ of animals 
receives a special Latin name — the ‘generic name’ — which 
is used for every species belonging to the group. Each 
‘species’, of the genus is distinguished by a second 
subordinate title — the ‘specific name’ — ^which is placed 
immediately after the generic name. Consequently, 
every species of animals is designated by two names, 
one indicative of the genus to which it belongs, while 
the other is its own proper appellation. Thus, to give 
a single example, the dog and the wolf are two ‘species’ 
of the ‘genus’ Canis^ and they are therefore distinguished 
from each other as the Canis familiarU and the Canis 
/upus respectively. ITSe cat and the tiger, again, ^ are 
two species of the genus Fe/is, and they therefore stand 

At the |>resent day,^ and in certain departments of 
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natural history, there are indications that it may be 
necessary to give a further expansion to the Linnean 
jiomenclature, and to adopt a * trinomial’ system, to 
indicate differences which are slightly below what are 
usually recognised as ‘specific’ differences. Even, how- 
ever, in the case of the general adoption of this modifica- 
tion, the boon conferred upon naturalists by the Linnean 
system of nomenclature would remain simply beyond 
calculation. 
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SIR HANS SLOANE. 

Among those aids which are indispensable to the general 
progress of natural history may be reckoned the forma- 
tion of extensive and well-appointed collections of animals. 
In this respect few countries occupy a more enviable 
position than our own, the British Museum and the 
Huntemn Museum being two of the lai^^t and best 
ordered collections in existence. It is therefmo instruc- 
tive to, gl^ce briefly at. the origin of these great and 
narionii motions, of, wMch owes its inception 
to the genii^ of, a OT^%ind|vidual— in the former <ase, 
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Sir Hans Sloane; in the latter instance, the celebrated 
anatomist and physiologist, John Hunter. 

^Sir Hans Sloane was bom in 1660, and was the 
youngest son* of Alexander Sloane, a Scotchman who had 
settled in Ireland. In his youth he suffered from ill- 
health; but few details are known as to his early life. 
Having determined to adopt the profession of medicine, 
he went to London, where during four years he diligently 
studied chemistry, botany, anatomy, physic, and the 
other subjects which at that time constituted the curri- 
culum for medical students. Thereafter he went abroad, 
and attended the botanical lectures of Toumefort, a 
celebrated French botanist, in Paris, subsequently spending 
a year in the study of the same subject under Professor 
Magnol of Montpellier. It is believed that he graduated 
as doctor of medicine at Montpellier ; and it is, at any- 
rate, certain that in 1684 he returned to London, wh^re he 
settled down to the practice of his profession. Here he 
started with very brilliant prospects, as he had many 
influential friends, such as the well-known naturalists, John 
Ray and Martin Lister, and the famous physician, Dr 
Sydenham. One evidence of this is the fact that almost 
immediately after his return to London he was elected a 
Fellow of the Royal Society, which body, at that time, 
included almost all the leading scientific workers in the 
country. 

After little mote than two years of professional life in 
Londoti, Sloane was offered the post of physician to the 
Duke of Albemarle, who was then about to |)roceed to 
lumaica, of which island He had appointed governor. 

in this offet excefleiit op^rtunity 
^ ' ' ' 
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of adding to his knowledge of natural history and botany, 
and unhesitatingly accepted it. Accordingly, in September 
1687, he set sail for the West Indies, and, after varioujf 
halts at different stopping-places, finally reached Jamaica 
on the , z 9th of December of the same year. Shortly after 
his arrival in Jamaica, the Duke of Albemarle died, this 
untoward event bringing Sloane’s official duties to an end 
before they had well begun ; but he remained in the island 
for rather more than a year, till the arrival of a new 
governor from England. During this interval, he devoted 
himself to an examination of the natural productions of 
Jamaica; and » he not only kept a record of his observa- 
tions, but brought back large and interesting collections. 
Most of the observations which he made were subse- 
quently given to the world in two extensive treatises — 
namely, the ‘Catalogue of Jamaica Plants' (1696), and 
the ^ Natural History of Jamaica the latter being a large 
and costly folio work, of which the second, volume did 
not appear till as late as 1725. 

In the early part of 1689, Sloane returned to London, 
ai^d again settled down to practice, with the result that he 
rapidly became one of the most successful physicians of 
the metropolis. During his long professional career, he 
held numerous valuable and honourable appointments, 
amongst which may be mentioned thb presidency, for 
fifteen years, of the College of Physicians. He was also 
Ph^ician-General to the Army, and he enjoyed the 
distiii^pn of being the" first English medical man upon 
whom a Itophetcy had been coiifen:cd (by George L . in 

Not only did Sh HaiilP Sloane^ att^ great professional 
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eminence, but he acquired also a high scientific reputa- 
tion. For nearly twenty years (1693 to 1712) he held the 
secretaryship of the Royal Society; and for thirteen years 
(1727-40) he was the president of that learned body. 
His works on botany and natural history had rendered 
him well known among naturalists generally; and the 
wealth which he had acquired in the practice of his 
profession enabled him not only to keep open house for 
the benefit of scientific workers from all countries, but 
also to prom<^e scientific research in various ways. His 
later life was wholly free from perturbation, or, indeed, 
eventful occurrences of any kind. When close upon 
eighty years of age, he retired from active practice, and 
from public life generally, and resided peacefully in a 
house which he possessed at Chelsea, where he lived 
about fourteen years. His friend George Edwards, natu- 
ralist and artist, used often to visit him at this period of his 
life, * to divert him for an hour or two with the common 
news of the town, and with anything particular that 
should happen amongst his acquaintances of the Royal 
Society;' and to him we owe an interesting picture of 
Sir Hans Sloane's latest years. He died on the loth 
of January 1753, at the age of ninety-three years. 

From a scientific point of view. Sir Hans Sloane is 
best known as the founder of the noble national collection 
of natural history which is familiar to every one as the 
British Museum. Two centuries ago, museums had hardly 
My mid there was nopi^Nic collection of natural 

objects in Great Britain. The first collection of which 
there in this country was the proper^ of 

John T^adescaot, a native of ]^piMllaiid| who 
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much abroad, and ultimately settled in London. He 
founded a well-known botanic garden at Lambeth, and 
obtained much notoriety through his museum, which was 
known as ‘ Tradescant’s Ark.’ He died somewhere about 
1652, and left his collections to his friend Elias Ashmole, 
a well-known antiquary of his day. By Ashmole 
the entire collection was ultimately presented to the 
university of Oxford, where it became the nucleus 
of the famous ‘Ashmolean Museum.’ Among the 
great rarities in Tradescant’s museum ^ras a stuffed 
specimen of the dodo, the great extinct pigeon of the 
Mauritius, of which the bill and foot are still preserved at 
Oxford. 

Sir Hans Sloane’s collections had, as their nucleus and 
starting-point, the numerous zoological and botanical 
specimens which he had gathered together during his stay 
in the West Indies. To these he kept on constantly 
adding during the whole of his long life. He.received by 
bequest one very extensive collection, which had been 
got together by Mr William Courten (known later as 
William Charlton), and which was estimated to have a 
value of about eight thousand pounds — ^an enormous sum 
of money in those days. He also bought for four thousand 
pounds the collections of htr James Petiver, who lived in 
the later part of the seventeenth century. Petiver was a 
member of the Apothecaries’ Company, and a wealthy 
fpan > and having many acquaintances among the captains 
and siuEepns of ships, he was able to pit* up many 
iaritiefc; ;i I^ more than a mere collector, 

and aqt piiblished several catalogues of porrions of 
tus ccAlectibns, but also contributad to the Philotefkieai 
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Transactions various papers in different departments of 
natural history. 

• By his will, Sir Hans Sloane bequeathed the whole of 
his vast collections to the nation, upon the single condi- 
tion that parliament should pay to his family the sum of 
twenty thousand pounds. Large as this sum was, it was 
much less than half of what the collections had cost 
Sloane in actual money, and was believed to be ‘ not more 
than the intrinsic value of the gold and silver medals, ores, 
and precious « stones* in the collection. To this offer 
parliament agreed ; and in 1753 an Act was passed for the 
purchase of Sir Hans Sloane’s museum on the above terms. 
A body of forty-eight trustees was incorporated ; Montague 
House was purchased for the reception of die collections ; 
and the museiro was opened to ^the public on the isth of 
January 1759. In way originated die enormous and 
wonderful collection df natural objects which is now 
contained in the magnificent new buildings in Cromwell 
Road. 


JOHN HUNTER. 

John Hunter, though best known to the public at large 
as an eminent surgeon and a great anatomist, possesses 
claims to immortality of a different kind, but of at least 
equal validity. He was the first to apply the method of 
comparative anatomy in a systematic manner to the 
study of natural history. Indeed, he may almost be said 
to have been the founder of the science of comparative 
anatomy, which was afterwards so greatly extendedi by 
the labours :0f tiie illustrious Cuvier. He was al^O the 
founder of the/ Hufitetian. Museum/ which in itir peseiit 
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JOHN HUNTER. 


form is the largest and most complete collection of objects 
illustrative of comparative anatomy which exists in this 
country. , 

John Hunter was the youngest son of a small Lanark- 
^lire farmer, and was named after his father. He was 
bom at Long Calderwood, in the parish of Easter 
Kilbride, on the 14th of Februa^ 1728. His father 
died wiien he was only ten years old, md he seems to 
have beeh allowed to ^w up very much as he liked, 
mdi #ie result tluit his early education much 
ne^ecti^i aud W nwer m Kter ^tfe acqthred the 
Uterary knOwli^ge wh^ he should ^^e dbtaih^ 
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young. At the age of seventeen, he visited Glasgow, in 
order to assist his brother-in-law, who was a cabinet- 
inaker, and had become embarrassed. It is said— and 
the statement, if true, is by no means to his discredit — 
that for a time he actually, woriced at his brother-in-law’s 
trade; but this has been denied. Eventually, John 
Hunter returned home, and having no employment there, 
he determined in 1748 to visit his brother William, who 
had already obtained a great reputation as a lecturer on 
anatomy in London, and as to whom a few words may 
be said here by way of digression. 

But for the fact that he has been overshadowed to 
some degree by the great reputation of his brother 
John, Dr William Hunter would have bulked more 
largely in the eyes of posterity than he actually does. 
He was one of the first anatomists, and admittedly the 
best anatomical teacher of his day, and was at the same 
time an eminent and successful physician. He made 
many important discoveries, most of which are recorded 
in his ‘ Medical Commentaries,’ and he unfortunately 
became involved in several warm controversies as to the 
precise share of credit which he ought to receive for 
these. This he himself endeavours to excuse upon the 
ground that * anatomists have ever been engag^ in con- 
tention,’ and also upon the ground that unless a man 
resist «dl, ‘ encroachments upon his discoveries and his 
rotation, he will hardly ever become considerable in 
anatomy, or m any other branch of natural knowledge’ 
it is {greatly ^ be regretted, however, that aniongst thoiie‘ 
. smi relative to 

been in^oded h»~ 
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both of these distinguished men having been of an 
irascible and irritable temperament. William Hunter 
accumulated a very extensive museum^ mostly of ana- 
tomical and physiological preparations, the whole of 
which he left to the University of Glasgow, in which it 
constitutes the well-known Hunterian Museum. He 
was bom in 1718, and died in 1783. 

As above said, John Hunter finding, when in his 
twentieth year, that he was' still without any profession, 
determined to visit his brother William, with a view of 
qualifyiiig himself as a medical man. William Hunter 
not only consented to receive his brother, but at once 
placed him as a pupil in his dissecting-room, and also 
made arrangements for his studying smgery under 
Cheselden, then the most celebrated surgeon of his 
day. In anatomy, John Hunter’s progress was so rapid, 
that in 1749 he became demonstrator to his brother, and 
it was in this capacity that he laid the foundation of that 
marvellous manipulative skill for which he was in later 
life so famous. He likewise prosecuted his studies in 
surgery,, which at that tiihe was much less truly scientific 
than it pow is, with the greatest zeal. After acting as 
assistpt to William Hunter for about five years, John 
was received into partnership mth his brother as ana- 
lecturer (in 1755)* He was,, however, at this 
time, as he continued to. be all through his life, but a 
very indifterent lecturer; whereas his brother Willi a m rtas 
celehstO^ for.tbe ease of his delivery and the flowing style 
dfhispieleii^OQI ; 

Tb^ t^xtliw^yeani John Huntefs life are little mote 

work ; and the 



THE GREAT MUSEUMS OF BRITAIN. 73 

various discoveries which he made at this time are only 
of interest to specialists. In 1759, he was attacked by 
inflammation of the lungs, which seems to have left him 
in an unsatisfactory state of health. His relations with 
his brother William had also become strained, and it was 
probably difficult for the two to work together- smoothly. 
With a view, therefore, to change of scene and employ- 
ment, John applied for an appointment in the army, and 
was immediately made staff-surgeon. In this capacity he 
saw a good deal of active service, being present at the 
siege of Belleisle in 1761. In the year following this, he 
took part in the campaign against Spain, where he like- 
wise saw a good deal of fighting. One of the fruits of the 
experience which he gained as military surgeon was the 
celebrated work, which he published many years after- 
wards, upon gun-shot wounds. 

At the dose of the Seven Years' War, Hunter, having 
recovered his health, again settled down in London, and 
commenced practice as a surgeon in 1764. At first his 
progress was not very rapid, partly because his means 
were small, and partly because his personal manners do 
not seem to have been such as to quickly win public 
confidence or professional good-will. Besides practising, 
Hunter for several years gave lectures on anatomy 
and operative surgery to a private class. He was at 
no time, however, a successful lecturer, and his class 
never amounted to twenty students. At this time of his 
life^ Hunter is said to have been companionable in his 
habits^ and to have mixed freely in society ; but his pro* 
fessional engagements beg^ to increase upon him, and he 
soon became completely ab^rbed in his scientific jpursuifii. 
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More particularly he began now to devote himself to the 
study of comparative anatomy, a science which had been 
hitherto .little cultivated, and in which he had not ojijjy ' 
ample scope for his wonderful manipulative skill, but also 
the certainty of being rewarded by many and important 
discoveries. At an early period in his career, he had 
begun to combine with his studies in human anatomy 
similar investigations into the anatomy of the lower 
animals ; and he had made many preparations illustrative 
of the structure of the latter. He had also made various 
interesting discoveries, such as that of the existence of 
lymphatic vessels in birds ; but he did not publish these 
till a later period. Even during his military service 
abroad, he had not pretermitted his zoological observa- 
tions wholly, for we find him varying his duties as army 
' surgeon with experiments on the digestive powers of 
lizards and snakes at different seasons, and with researches 
into the auditory powers of fishes. When he returned 
to London, and settled down as a surgical practitioner 
and teacher, he renewed his old love for comparative 
anatcany and physiology ; and devoted to this pursuit all 
his spare time, and, it may be added, all his spare cash. 
Finding it difficult to carry out many of his investigations 
at his house in Golden Square, he purchased a piece of 
ground at Brompton, which was then about two miles 
out of London, and upon this he built a house, afterwards 
well iteown under the name of Earl’s Court Here he 
ur«d to Spend as much of his time as he dould spare from 
his prpfesskn^ avocation^ surrotmded by all sorts of 
b«K^ ahd W h^ti J^n |iesented bifti, or 

which he h«id. purchased. . 
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His studies in comparative anatomy and physiology 
were, however, by no means of purely abstract interest 
to him^ nor disconnected entirely from surgery and 
medicine. On this point the ablest of his biographers* 
has made the following apt remarks: ‘At the time he 
[John Hunter] commenced his labours, surgery, though 
holding afar more respectable station as a practical art 
than it had done fifty years before, was yet destitute of 
those sound general views of the nature and treatment of 
disease, which constitute the foundation of practice in the 
present day, and the possession of which justly entitles it 
to claim the rank of a science. The able men who, in 
this country and on the Continent, immediately preceded 
Hunter, had succeeded, by the exercise of correct observa- 
tion and sound judgment, in removing a load of absurd 
practices with which the art had been clogged; but the 
improvements suggested by them depended for the most 
part on isolated experience, and were deficient in a solid 
and satisfactory foundation upon well-known principles of 
the animal economy. As yet little had been done towards 
explaining the real nature of diseases, by showing in what 
particulars they are allied to natural processes, and what 
are the aberrations from those processes which give them . 
their peculiar character. Nor were the actions by which 
nature operates in the cure of diseases at all better under- 
stood, and the most vague notions prevailed respecting 
the important functions of nutrition and absorption, and 
the processes of adhesion, suppUratioh, granulation, &c. ; 
the light understanding of which forms as it were the very 
cornerstone of a good surgical education at the present 
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day. Hunter perceived the want of this knowledge, which 
in his opinion could alone furnish a sure foundation for 
the future improvement of surgeiy; and it was to con- 
tribute towards supplying the deficiency that his labours 
were hereafter to be unceasingly directed. 

‘He clearly saw, that in order to obtain just concep- 
tions of the nature of those aberrations from healthy 
actions which constitute disease, it was necessary first 
to understand well the healthy actions themselves; and 
that these required to be studied, not in man alone, but 
throughout the whole animal series, and even to receive 
further eluci(jation by comparison with the functions of 
vegetable life. It was no less an undertaking, then, than 
the study of the phenomena of life in health and disease, 
throughout the whole range of .organised beings, in which 
Hunter proposed to engage — an undertaking which 
required a genius like his to plan, and from the difficulties 
of executing which, any mind less energetic, less industrious, 
less devoted to science than his own would have shrunk.’ 

It should be added that Hunter, in carrying out his 
scientific researches, adhered rigidly to the sound rule 
of ascertaining the facts before he framed any theory, 
rather than of starting with an hypothesis, and seeing 
how far the facts could be made to square with that. He 
not only invariably relied upon direct observation and 
experiment in the collection of his facts, but he showed 
himself a master of the art of ^perimental research. He 
exhibited, indeed, a reargenius, not only in the perception 
of hw particular problem could be solved experi- 
mentally, also id • his experiments so as to 

meet the ; req of e^ special case. In this 
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respect John Hunter has probably rarely had his equal ; 
and it is largely for this reason that his treatment of all 
subjects which he took up bore upon it the stamp of 
originality. * That man thinks for himself/ is the remark 
which Lavater is said to have made when shown Hunter’s 
portrait, and assuredly any expert, after reading one of 
his scientific memoirs, would have arrived at the same 
conclusion. 

In the year 1767, John Hunter was elected a Fellow of 
the Royal Society, and in the next year he became a 
member of the Corporation (now the Royal College) of 
Surgeons. He was also now appointed to the envied 
post of surgeon to St George’s Hospital, an appointment 
which not only improved his professional status, but also 
enabled him to obtain private pupils, in accordance with 
the custom by which the medical students of that time 
were bound apprentice to some medical man for a term 
of years. Among those who commenced their medical 
studies in this way under Hunter’s care, was the celebrated 
Dr Jehner, the discoverer of vaccination ; and the relations 
between these two eminent men, which were to begin 
with those of master and pupil, ultimately grew into those 
of a warm friendship, which only ceased with the death of 
the elder. 

In 17.71, John Hunter married the eldest daughter of 
Mr Home, who was surgeon to Burgoyne’s regiment of 
Light Horse, and whose son, subsequently too well known\ 
under the name of Six Everard Home, became ultimately 
Huntei/s assistant, and, in some sort^ scientific successor. 
Himter’s engagement bee% for want of sufficient 
means, a long oni^i and it is stated that the erases 
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which his marriage necessarily entailed upon him were 
paid for by his well-known treatise entitled ‘The Natural 
History of the Teeth/ the first volume of which he h^d 
published some two months previously. Mrs^ Hunter, 
according to Ottley, was ‘ an agreeable, clever, and hand- 
some woman, a little of a bas-bleu^ and rather fond of 
gay society, a taste which occasionally interfered with her 
husband’s more philosophic pursuits.’ 

In spite of his now having taken upon himself the 
cares of domestic life, and also of his rapidly increasing 
professional duties. Hunter continued to apply himself 
with the utmost ardour to the study of comparative 
anatomy and *physiology. Much of his leisure was spent 
at Earl’s Court, where he carried out numerous experi- 
ments on digestion, on the growth and destruction of bone, 
on the metamorphosis of the silkworm, and on many 
other similar subjects. The following is a short list of 
some of the more important subjects of a physiological 
or zoological nature upon which he published papers, 
with the dates of publication. 

In 1772, he published a paper in the ‘Philosophical 
Transactions ’ on the power which the gastric juice has, 
under certain circumstances, o( ‘digesting’ or dissolving 
the walls of tlys stomach itself after death. This phe- 
nomenon, now well known, was new in Hunter’s time, 
and has important bearings upon the chemical theory of 
digestion. ^ 

In 1773, he carried out a dissection of the electric 
lay or torpedo, and published an account of his observa- 
tions in Ae ‘Philosophical Transactions/ 

In the foBowing pear, in tite swhe publication, he 
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gave an account of the system of cellular cavities or ‘adr 
receptacles ’ which are connected with the lungs of birds, 
and which in turn communicate with the interior of 
many of the bonea He also published a paper on the 
singular 'Gizzard Trout' or ‘Gillarroo Trout’ {Salmo 
stomachieus) of Ireland. 

In 1775, published a series of observations on the 
great electric eel ( Gymnotus electricus) of South America, 
and described the anatomical structure of the electrical 
organs in this fish. 

Both in this year and in 1877, he published in the 
'Philosophical Transactions’ a series of observations on 
the temperature of animals and plants ; and in the latter 
year he gave to the world the second portion of his 
‘ Treatise on the Natural History of the Teeth.’ 

Between 1779 and 1785, he published various zoological 
papers in the 'Philosophical Transactions,’ the most 
important being one on the organ of hearing in fishes. 

In 1786, appeared his well-known ‘Observations on 
certain parts of the Animal CEconomy,’ in which he not 
only republished the papers above alluded to, but added 
various others, dealing with the secretion in the crop of 
breeding pigeons for the nourishment of their young; 
on the colour of the pigmentum nigrum in dilTerent 
animals; observations tending to show that the wolf, 
jadal, and dc^ belong to a single species ; on the 
structme and economy of whales; and various more 
strictly anatomical or suigical memoirs. 

Subsequent to the publication of the 'Animd 
CScofimny,’ Hunter publMted comparatively few zoo- 
papm^ tiiot^ which he 
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made upon the structure and habits of . different animals 
appeared from time to time, either in the ^ Philosophical 
Transactions,* or in connection with such works as Whitens 
^Journal of a Voyage to New South Wales,* or RusselFs 
* Natural History of Aleppo.* 

Some notion of Hunter*s unwearied activity, and of 
the wide range of the subjects to which he devoted 
his attention, may be gathered from the constant 
but intermittently maintained correspondence , which he 
kept up with Jenner. The latter lived in the country, 
and was in the habit of either supplying Hunter with 
specimens, or of carrying out experiments under his 
direction. Unfortunately, we have only Hunter’s letters 
to Jenner left to us, and these are rarely dated; but his 
requirements from Jenner, and the directions which he 
gives him, are often most amusing. At one time we find 
him working at the cuckoo’s stomach, and trying to 
get material for his observations from Jenner. M want,’ 
he writes, ‘a nest with eggs in it; also one with a 
young cuckoo; also an old cuckoo.* In the same 
letter he advises Jenner to remove the egg of a cuckoo 
into the nest of another bird, and then to tame the 
young cuckoo and see what sort of a note it has, 
to which advice he appends the remark — ^ There is 
employment for you, young manl* In a later letter, 
he mges Jenner to * clear up * the cuckoo, and various 
other letters contain the same injunction. It may be 
added that Jenner ultimately communicate 4o the 
Royal Society an accoimt oi the batching and rearing of 
the cuckoo. 

H^gehogs (om anothinr subject of ooidless ^rie* 
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spondence between Hunter and Jenner. Hunter dealt 
with the hedgehog much in the same way as modem 
physiologists have dealt with the guinea-pig — that is to , 
say, he employed this animal as a convenient vehicle 
for the canying out of certain physiological experiments, 
especially some experiments connected with the tempera- 
ture of the body. Few of Hunter’s letters to Jenner are, 
therefore, wholly without some allusions to this victim 
of sdendfic research ; but he seems to have been unlucky 
as to keeping his hedgehogs alive after he had got them. 
Thus, in one letter he writes, put three hedgehogs 
in the garden, and put meat in different places for them 
to eat as they went along ; but they all died.’ In another 
letter, dated a few months later, he writes, ‘Have you 
made any experiments with the hedgehogs, and can you 
send me some this spring? for all those you sent me died, 
so that I am hedgehogless.’ In a postscript to a later 
letter, he suggests that Jenner should send him some 
hedgehogs in ‘ a box full of holes all round, filled with hay, 
and some fresh meat put into it and Jenner obviously 
complied with his instructions, for in another letter 
Hunter acknowledges receipt of the hedgehogs, and adds 
friat one of them was dead on arrival. A year later, he 
is again appealing to Jenner for more hedgehogs. ‘If 
you could send me a colony of them,’ he writes, ‘ I should 
be glad, m 1 have expended all I had except two ; one an 
eai^e ate, and a ferret caught the other.’ 

' Amoi^ <Hher subjects about which Hunter was con- 
writing to Jetmer, are such points as the sexes 
‘■M the spawning of ^mon, die mirations of swallows, 
rile anatomy of the poifw^i tte tetnper^^ 
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and the nature of fossils. We must not, however, linger 
longer over this interesting, though unfortunately one- 
sided correspondence. ^ 

In addition to his numerous published observations on 
comparative anatomy and physiology, Hunter gave to the 
world various important surgical treatises, one of the most 
valuable being his work on the blood, inflammation, and 
gunshot wounds. He was also incessantly engaged in 
increasing his museum, which may, indeed, be regarded 
as the great work of his life; but we may leave this 
subject till we have briefly recounted the chief remaining 
incidents of his personal life and professional career. 

In the maih, however, Hunter^s life subsequent to his 
marriage contains little to record beyond what we should 
expect to find in the case of any successful surgeon in 
London, who, in addition to his professional duties, should 
take upon himself the absorbing labours connected with 
the prosecution of some much-loved non-professional 
pursuit Early in 1773, he showed the first symptoms of 
subsequent disease of the heart, being attacked by a 
violent paroxysm of angina pectoris; but he apparently 
recovered from this without any impairment of his general 
health. In the same year, he commenced to lecture 
publicly on the theory and principles of surgery. He 
never had a large chuss, partly because he confined 
himself almost entirely to the theoretical portions of 
surgical science, and partly because he remained through- 
out his Iffe a poor and unattractive public speaker. It 
has been recorded of him that he never delivered the 
first leeture of his comse without previously takir^ a dose 
of opium to dull his sensibilities and abate his nervops- 
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ness. Owing to the imperfection of his early education^ 
he possessed no faculty of verbal expression, and was 
^urjable to trust anything to his memory. According 
to one of his biographers, * he wrote his lectures on 
detached pieces of paper, and such was his confusion 
that frequently he found himself incapable of explain- 
ing his opinion from his notes ; and after having in vain 
attempted to recall the transitory idea, now no longer 
floating in his mind nor obedient to his will — ^after having 
in vain rubbed his face, and shut his eyes, to invite 
disobedient recollection, he would throw the subject by, 
and take up another.’ A singular contrast, in these 
respects, were the two brothers, John and William Hunter, 
the latter having acquired the reputation of being one of 
the most perfect lecturers and demonstrators that ever 
lived. Judging, however, from the written copies which 
we possess of John Hunter’s course on suigeiy, his 
lectures were strikingly original and suggestive. More- 
over, he ‘loved truth better than system’ — an inestimable 
virtue in a teacher — ^and never hesitated to admit a change 
in his views, if he had been led by further research to 
alter his previously expressed opinions on any point It 
is said, for instance, that Sir Astley Cooper, who was 
one of his pupils, once exhibited surprise at hearing him 
express an opinion directly contradictory of something 
he had said the previous year, and asked him if he 
had not held quite a diflferent view before. ‘Very likely 
I did,' replied Hunter; ‘I hope I grow wiser every 

In 1775, Hunter entertained the idea of establishing 
a metropolitan school of natural history, but the 
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project fell through. In 1776, he received the appoint- 
ment of suigeon-extraordinaiy to the king; and in the 
same year he suffered from a severe attack of some 
obscure nervous complaint, which laid him up for some 
months. In 1780, he had an unfortunate controversy 
with his brother William as to their respective claims to 
an anatomical discovery of considerable importance, and 
the result of this was the estrangement for a long period 
of the two brothers. In 1783, Hunter purchased the 
remainder of the lease of some extensive premises in 
Leicester Square, where he erected suitable accommodation 
for his rapidly extending museum, and whither he removed 
from his former residence in Jermyn Street 
At this time Mr (after Sir) Everard Home, who 
was Hunter’s brother-in-law, and who had been on 
foreign service as a staff-surgeon, returned to England, 
and from this time forward attached himself to John 
Hunter’s fortunes, and became his assistant Home 
has left it on record that at this period Hunter 
Was ‘at the height of his chirurgical career; his mind 
and body were both in their full vigour; his hands 
were capable of performing whatever was suggested by 
his mind; and his judgment was matured hf former 
experience.’ A few years ^ more, however, of almost 
unbroken prosperity, and of unintermitting labour at his 
profession, in teaching, and in extending his ^lendid 
collection, were all that remained to the great; anatomic 
In 1785, he b^;an again to suffer from attacks of that 
most painfhl and distressing malady, Mgim pectoris; and 
diough he was able to cany on his ordinary avocations, 
and indeed was able to enjoy mdstence between the onsets 
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of the disease, he nevertheless from this time onward 
^quried his life in his hands. Any exertion, excitement, 
orvritation sufficed to bring on a seizure; and as the 
paroxysms of his malady became more frequent and more 
severe, even his restless spirit began to recognise the 
necessity for repose. His brother-in-law now became his 
assistant in his practice, and later on undertook to deliver 
his surgical lectures for him. Hunter, however, still 
continued to publish his researches in various departments 
of surgery, physiology, or natural history, and still laboured 
on at his museum. In fact, his practice continued to 
increase, and his professional duties became more onerous 
in consequence of his having been appointed, in 1786, 
Deputy Surgeon^eneral to the Army, and Inspector- 
general of Hospitals. 

Hunter had long been aware that, to use his own 
expression, * his life was in the hands of any rascal who 
chose to tease and annoy him.’ The immediate cause of 
his death was the excitement consequent on a difference 
with some of his colleagues at St George’s Hospital. At 
a meeting of the hospital board, one of his colleagues 
gave a contradiction to some statement which Hunter was 
at the moment making to the meeting. This excited his 
pasrion, and fearing that he might not be able to control 
hb temper, he ceased speaking, and hurried into the 
adjmning room, where he instantly fell lifeless into the 
of one of the hospital physicians, who happened to 
be present. All attempts to recall life proved fruitless, 
Ir rills way died one of the greatest surgeons and 
saatojnisti that Britain has ever produced. He died on 
:the ifiih of Ocmbef 1793, In the sixty-fifrii year of his ago 
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According to Ottley, John Hunter was in person ^ about 
the middle stature^ of a vigorous and robust frame, and 
free from corpulency ; his shoulders were high, and his 
neck short His features were rather large and strongly 
marked; his eyebrows projecting, his eyes of a light 
colour, his cheeks high, and his mouth rather under- 
hung. In dress he was plain and gentleman-like, and 
his hair, which in youth was of a reddish-yellow and in 
his latter years white, he wore curled behind. 

‘On considering what was the distinguishing character 
of Hunter’s mind, we perceive that it was rather that 
of general strength and vigour, than of a marked pre- 
dominance of any one faculty especially adapting it 
for excellence *in some particular kind of pursuit 
Johnson says, “a true genius is a mind of large 
general powers, accidentally determined to some par- 
ticular direction;” a definition which, though certainly 
not universally true, seems thoroughly descriptive of 
Hunter’s mind. To talents for observation naturally 
acute, and heightened to an extraordinary degree by 
constant practice, Hunter added strong reasoning powers 
and a sound judgment, and an imagination which, though 
not brilliant, was sufficiently active to aid him in his 
researches, while it rarely drew him far aside from the 
•sure paths of induction into th.e regions of h3rpothesis.’ 

Sufficient has been smd to prove the variety and value 
of John Hunter’s contributions to surgery, physiology, 
anatomy, and natural history. It remains only to say a 
few words about his museum, which constituted in some 
iespe<^ the siost sj^eodid atoaument of his gmns. 
Hqatet*s mas$uin.was ill troth his magfwm opus; ahd to 
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it he had devot^ all the energy, and often more than all 
the money, that he had to spare. From the beginning of 
h\^ career in London, he had sedulously collected speci- 
mens, or made ^preparations,’ with a view of bringing 
together a series of examples illustrative of the anatomy 
and physiology of animals. To illustrate tlie phenomena 
of life through the entire series of animal forms, may be 
regarded as the primary object of his collection ; but he 
also accumulated a great series of specimens illustrative 
of morbid processes or injuries ; and ultimately he added 
to his museum an extensive collection of fossils. He 
was himself a splendid manipulator, and he had the 
advantage for many years of being helped by trained 
and devoted assistants. The ^preparations’ of which 
his museum so largely consisted were therefore often of 
great beauty; and in many instances the value of the 
collection was enhanced by the addition of the drawings 
of skilled artists, many of feese depicting structures which 
were incapable of preservation, and which could only 
be examined in the fresh state. Finally, at the time of 
Hunter’s death, the museum possessed a most voluminous 
series of manuscripts, these embracing not only written 
catalogues or notes on the objects contained in the 
collection, but also unpublished writings by Hunter 
himself, descriptive of his dissections of animals, or 
dealing with physiological or zoological observations 
which he had made, but which he had not been able to 
£^ye to the world. 

, By his will. Hunter directed that the museum should be 
; o&ted to the British govamment on reasonable terms, md 
* if they refused the offer, the collection w^ to be sold 
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in such a manner as his executors might think best It 
was not, however, till 1799 that government could be 
induced to take the matter up, when parliament voted tl^e 
sum of fifteen thousand pounds for the purchase of the 
collection. Having bought the Hunterian collection, 
government offered it to the Corporation of Surgeons, 
which in the following year obtained from parliament a 
royal charter, along with permission to confer diplomas, 
and which thus became the great corporation now known 
as the Royal College of Surgeons. The College of 
Surgeons accepted the charge of Hunter’s museum upon 
the conditions imposed by the government — namely, that 
they should maintain the efficiency of the collection, throw 
it open to the* Fellows of the college at stated times, 
prepare a catalogue of it, appoint a conservator, and 
institute an annual course of lectures on comparative 
anatomy. In this way arose the present magnificent 
Hunterian collection of the Royal College of Surgeons, 
and the hardly less famous Hunterian lectures.^ 

It was not, however, till 1800 that the College of 
Surgeons was in a position to take over the collections 
from Hunter’s own museum in Leicester Square, to the 
temporary buildings allotted for their reception, until such 
time as a permanent building (for which parliament had 
voted the further sum of ^^iS^ooo) could be erected. 
When the transfer to the temporary buildings had been 
effected, Sir Everard Home was appointed the first con- 
servator of the museum. At this period Sir Everard 
Home ordered that all Hur^ter’s manusdipts should be 

* Two of o«ur most toons living iMtwmlts«i**tiamdy, Sir Richard Owen M 

Piotoor Fiower^^vo beoo cooservaton of tho Himterian museum. 
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removed from the museum to his own private residence, 
on the ground that they were in need of arrangement 
WJien, however, the trustees of the museum endeavoured 
to recover these all-important manuscripts, for the purpose 
of making a catalogue of the museum, they were not forth- 
coming; and repeated attempts, made year after year, 
failed to induce Sir Everard to give them up. Ultimately 
it was ascertained that Sir Everard Home had deliberately 
burnt the whole of the manuscripts which Hunter had left 
behind him, upon the ground that Hunter had not men- 
tioned them in his will, and upon the unsupported asser- 
tion that Hunter had verbally instructed his brother-in-law 
to destroy them. Thus were destroyed all Hunter’s 
unpublished observations. It has, however, been explicitly 
asserted — and there seems to be too good reason to believe 
that the assertion is conect — ^that most of these observa- 
tions were published after all, and that they are to be found 
in the six volumes entitled ‘Lectures on Comparative 
Anatomy’ which were subsequently issued by Sir Everard 
Home, with his own name upon the title-page. 

Admirable descriptive catalogues of different portions of 
the Hunterian collection have been published from time to 
time during the last fifty years, chiefly through the exer- 
tions of Sir Richard Owen. At the present moment, this 
vast collection, greatly enlarged and enriched as it has 
be«i since the death of Hunter, may be regarded as 
probably the largest and best series of specimens illustra- 
tive of comparative anatomy and physiology that has ever 
been got togetixer beneatii a single ro<ril 
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While the principles of zoological science were being 
laboriously worked out, and natural history was thus 
gradually being placed upon a sound and truly philo- 
sophical basis, many investigators were engaged in re- 
searches upon* the animals which inhabited their own 
countries. 

As regards Britain, one of the earliest, as also one 
of the most meritorious, pf the naturalists who have 
from time to time devoted themselves more particularly 
to the study of the indigenous animals, was Martin Lister, 
best known as a conchologist Lister was bom at Rad- 
pliife, in Buckinghamshire, in 1638, and was a contem- 
porary and intimate friend of Ray. Like so many other 
naturalists, he was by profession a medical man, and he 
practised for many years in York, subsequently removing 
to London. He was a welhknown physician in his day, 
having been for a time physician in ordinary to Queen 
Anne, and he wrote various medical treatises,^ which, 
however, are of no particular value at the present day. 
His tide to fame rests upon his zoological writings, and 

*Thft Uii of hU wiitiog^ oMdkat looti^pcal, occapict a coluniA in WauV 
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principally upon two of these, both dealing mainly with 
shells — namely, his * Historia Animalium Anglise,' and his 
iHistorise sive Synopsis Conchyliorum.* The first of these 
is, so far as it goes, a ‘ Natural History of Britain,' but it 
deals only with the British spiders, tlie land and fresh* 
water shells, and the marine Mollusca. Added to it 
is a tract upon British fossils, or, as Lister puts it, * lapides 
ad cochlearum imaginem figuratae.' The second of tliese 
is a systematic treatise on shells, and was the best work 
upon the Mollusca which had appeared up to that time. 
According to Swainson,* Lister's works on natural history 
are ^characterised by accurate observation, great know- 
ledge of comparative anatomy, and, in general, just notions 
of the natural affinities of animals. His various works 
on shells have laid the foundation of all precise knowledge 
on this subject;’ and Linnaeus characterised his history 
of the Mollusca as the fullest {ditissimus) treatise on this 
group of animds which had appeared up to his time. 

Another of the early naturalists who dealt with British 
animals was the famous Sir Robert Sibbald, best known 
as an antiquary of no mean pretensions. Sir Robert 
Sibbald was bom in 1641 in Edinburgh, in one of the 
stormiest periods of the stormy history of Scotland, during 
the seventeenth centuiy. He adopted the profession of 
medicine, and studied at Leyden and in Paris, taking his 
degree at Angers. In 1662 he settled as a physician 
in Edinburgh, where he practised for some years, and 
took a prominent part in the establishment of a botanic 
gaiden. Having inherited an estate, he left Edinbutgh 
and lived in the countiyv where he continued to cany 


* * Bibliognpliy Zoohgy/ p. « 54* 
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on his scientific pursuits. He was appointed in 1682, by 
Charles II., Royal Geographer for Scotland — a merely 
honorary office — and in consequence of this he unde^ 
took the preparation of a work on the geography and 
natural histoiy of his native country. He took a con- 
siderable part in the formation and establishment of 
the College of Physicians of Edinburgh, one result of 
which was his having the honour of knighthood con- 
ferred upon him. Shortly after tlje accession of Ji^es 
II. to the throne of England, Sir Robert Sibbald 
followed the example of his friend and patron the Earl 
of Perth, and turned Roman Catholic. His perversion 
was so ill received in Scotland, that an attempt was made 
to assassinate him, and he thought it Safest to make his 
way to London. Here he became ill, and on reflection 
decided that he had been altogether too precipitate 
in abjuring his former religious views. He therefore 
repented of his rashness, and resolved to return home 
and reenter the church in which be was bom — a laud- 
able resolution which he forthwith earned out 
Sibbald’s later life is altogether obscure, and has never 
been traced out, even the time of his death being 
unknown, though this event is believed to have taken 
place about the year 1792. The work by which Sir 
Robert Sibbald is now best remembered is a large folio 
volume published in 1684, under the title, ‘Scotia Illus- 
trata sive Prodromus Historic Naturalis,’ &a The latter 
half of this work deals with the animals and minerals 
of Scol&nd, the descriptions df the animals beii^ accom^' 
panied hy iUustmtive plat^ Upmt ffie yrhole, however, 
Sibl^d's ntune' is perhaps ikmiliar to n^uralists 
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in connection with his account of a whale (often referred 
to as ‘ Sibbald’s whale*) which came ashore in November 
1690, near Burntisland. 

Coming to the eighteenth century, we find many well- 
known observers devoting themselves, more or less exclu- 
sively, to the study of British animals. One of the earliest 
and most considerable of these was John Ellis, whose 
name will be permanently associated with the study of 
Corals and of Zoophytes in general. Very little is known 
of Ellis*s life. He is believed to have been born in 
Ireland about the year 1710, and he died in 1776. He 
was a merchant in London, and seems, from occasional 
allusions in his correspondence, to have experienced the 
ups and downs often associated with a mercantile life. 
He early showed a strong taste for the study of natural 
history in general, and of botany in particular, and con- 
tributed many botanical papers to the Royal Society, 
of which he was a Fellow. His commercial connec- 
tion with foreign countries, and particularly with the 
; West Indies, led him to write several memoirs dealing 
■ with plants having an economic value, the best known of 
r these being his ‘ Historical Account of Coffee,’ published 
i in 177+ 

^ Ellis, hovrever, will be always and best remembered 
I as an investigator into the Sifficult and at that time 
1 little understood group of the corals and their allies. 
^ Prior to the researches of Ellis, naturalists had mostly 
I held that corals and * zoophytes * generally were of a 
I: vegetable nature. In fact little doubt was entertained 
f as to the reference of most of these organisms to the 
I v^table kingdom; though an alternative view was held 
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by some observers, by which all the stony zoophytes were 
regarded as being mineral productions, and therefore 
really of an inorganic nature. Ray, for e?:ample, unhesi- 
tatingly grouped the zoophytes generally among the sea- 
weeds and mosses, though he seems to have thought 
that some of the harder sorts (*Lithophytes^) were per- 
haps really inorganic. An occasional naturalist, even 
before the close of the seventeenth century, seems to have 
ventured to express doubts as to the truth of the prevalent 
doctrine regarding the vegetable or mineral nature of 
zoophytes, but the first clear assertion of the animal 
nature of these organisms was made by Peyssonnel, in a 
memoir which he laid before the Paris Academy of 
Sciences in 1727,* but which does not seem to have been 
published. The views of Peyssonnel did not meet with 
acceptance ; and it was not till 1741, when the experi- 
ments of Trembley * upon the fresh-water polypes brought 
the subject again under the notice of the scientific world, 
that the question was once more seriously discussed. 
Incited by Trembley’s experiments, Bernard de Jussieu 
investigated the nature of various marine zoophytes care- 
fully, and presented a memoir to the French Academy 
of Sciences in 1742, in which he maintained the animality 
of these organisms. The ^yiews of Jussieu were accepted 

* Abraham Trembley was bom at Geneva in 17x0. and died in X784. He is 
best known thiough iaa work dealing with the stnicture and Ufe*bistory of the 
ffjfdra or fresh-water polype ( * Mdmoires pour servir h Thistoire d*uni Genre de 
Polypes d'eau douce, k bras en forme de comes,* 9 vols., Paris, 1744). Leowenhoek 
had given some account of the Hydra, and of its propagating itself by means of 
hud^ as eetiy <703 ; but Trembley first investigated the entire subject of the 
habits^ geneiaUdn, and power of m^ng mutilation of this interesting animal. 
His expeiimentt were repmtted by many naturalists, and an English observer, 
Henry Bakeri published an VEssay on the Natural History of the Polype,* in which 
^ fully confiiriaed the chi|^ which had been announced if the Swis^ 

'hgtOfaHst.'' 
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by the well-known naturalist, Reaumur; but they were 
in general received with incredulity or entire scepticism. 

^ When the controversy stood at this stage, Ellis was 
induced to take the matter up, and soon satisfied himself 
as to the correctness of the views of Peyssonnel and 
Jussieu. The results of his investigations were from time 
to time laid before the Royal Society, and were ultimately 
given to the public in a complete form in his ‘Essay 
towards a Natural History of the Corallines and other 
Marine Productions of the like kind, commonly found on 
the Coasts of Great Britain and Ireland.* Not only did 
Ellis, in this well-known treatise, completely establish the 
animal nature of the zoophytes in general, but he de- 
scribed and named many species, his descriptions being 
accompanied by good and for the most part recognisable 
figures. He also for the first time, showed that the homy 
ura-shaped capsules (‘ovarian vesicles*) which are found 
in the summer months attached to so many of our sea-firs, 
were, really parts of the zoophytes on which they were 
found. The ‘Essay towards a Natural History of the 
Corallines * was published ih London in 1754; it was trans- 
lated into French in 1756, and became one of the standard 
treatises upon the group of animals with which it deals. 

' Ellis*s reputation, however, rests largely, not upon the 
above work alone, but upon a treatise entitled ‘ The Natural 
History of many Curious and Uncommon Zoophytes,* 
published in 1786. This work was a posthumous one, 
and was based upon a series of plates which Ellis had 
^ caused to be drawn, with a view of publishing a general 
g bistoiy « of zoophytes. The plates were taken from 
if specimens in Ellrs*8 Own collection of zoophytes, and 
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scientific desmptibns of the figures were added and ' 
systematically ananged by the eminent naturalist, Solander, 
a pupil of Linnaeus. The worh is therefore idwa,vs ^ 
spoken of as ‘Ellis and Solander’s Natural History of 
Zoophytes.’ The figures of the corals described in this 
cla^ical treatise are remarkably good; and, to use the 
words of Lamouroux, ‘the beauty, &e exactitude, and 
the perfect execution of the plates placed this work at 
the head of all those which had up to this time been 
published.’ 

The first to write a complete ‘ British Zoology’ was the 
well-known naturalist and antiquary, Thomas Pennant, 
one of the most eneigetic of men, and one of the 
most voluminous of writers. Pennant was bom on 
the t4th of June 1726, at Downing in Flintshire. He 
was a descendant of an ancient Welsh family, and as he 
ultimately inherited the estate of Downing, he was 
throughout his life an independent and indeed a wealthy 
man. Very little is known of his personal life, beyond 
what is revealed incidentally in his writings,* or more 
especially, in that most original and amusing memoir 
which he published himself under the title of ‘ My Literary 
Life.’ This, however, is essentially a chronological record 
of his tours and his principal writings. It is known, 
however, that he was educated at Oxford ; and his taste 
fpr natural history was of much earlier date than his going 
to the university. He himself ascribes his love for the 
study 0^ nature to the fact that^he had been presented, 
whOT twelye years ^d, with a copy <rf WiUughby's 
‘ dielMbPr of the celebtated 

Mrs PjoKrtt V/he& h^ ma tweuty ypsts old, he made the 
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first of the many journeys or * tours * which he took in later 
lifei On this occasion he visited Cornwall, where he 
* acquired ^a strong passion for minerals and fossils.’ 
Eight years later he visited Ireland, and, as ^he invariably 
did, he kept a journal of his tour, which was extensive 
enough, embracing, as it did, points as distant as Giants’ 
Causeway on the north, and Cork on the south. ' Owing, 
however,* as he says himself, ‘to the conviviality of th6 
country,’ this journal ^ never was a dish fit to be offered to 
the public.* 

In the year 1761, Pennant began his great work, the 
‘ British Zoology,’ the first edition being a folio, and, when 
complete, containing one hundred and thirty-two plates. 

. This work went through many editions, in a smaller form, 
and was translated into Latin and German. The editions 
most valued are the quarto editions of 1776 and 1777. 
There is also a good octavo edition of date 1776, ixi four 
volumes. The classification adopted in the ‘British 
Zoology * is in the main that of ‘ the inestimable Ray,’ with 
such alterations as later discoveries seemed to Pennant 
to render necessary. Pennant had no pretensions to be 
a comparative anatomist, and his work therefore contains 
jno anatomical details. He gives, however, succinct 
descriptions of the more conspicuous and easily recognised 
icharacters of the animals described in his work, along 
^^th an account of their ‘uses,’ and a history of their^ 
Jbabita and mode of life.. The figures of the animals 
^described are, further, often fairly characteristic. Bennant 


a keen observer, and in many cases the observations 
Ifrldkih he makes on the balrits of animals are hot only 
Ifeiy interestmg but also very accurate. 
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In Other cases, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that 
Pennant must have been endowed with a very lively imag- 
ination ; as, for example, in the circumstantial account 
which he gives of the ‘migrations’ of tlie herring, part 
of which may be quoted here. According to all our 
modem knowledge, the herring is a local fish inhabit- 
ing the German Ocean, the North Atlantic generally, 
and the seas north of Asia. The shoals move from 
place to plade, but they are always present in larger 
or smaller numbers in the seas which they inhabit, and 
their movements are in*egular, and apparently chiefly 
governed by the conditions affecting food-supply. On 
the other hand. Pennant, whose account has been referred 
to by almost all writers on the subject, and was until 
recently implicitly believed, gives a detailed account of 
a §et annual migration of the herrings to and from the 
Arctic seas. ‘ The great winter rendezvous of the herring,’ 
he writes, ‘is within the Arctic circle : there they continue 
for many months in order to recruit themselves after the 
fatigue of spawning, the seas within that space swarming 
with insect food to a degree far greater than in bur warmer 
latitudes. 

‘This mighty army begins to put itself into motion in 
the spring; we distinguish this vast body by that name, 
for the word herring is deriYed from the German Ife^Ty 
ahny,r to express their numbers. 

‘They begin to appear off the Shetland Isles in April 
and May; j these are only forannners of the grand shoal 
whicli in Jnne^/^d appearance is marked by 
certam .signs/ by the nun&ber of birds, such ds ganne^: , 
arid oth^^ Whk* follow prey on theiri j but when foe 
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main body approaches, its breadth and its depth is such as 
to alter the appearance of the very ocean.‘ '"It is divided 
* into distinct columns of five or six miles in length, and 
three or four in breadth, and they drive the water before 
them with a kind of rippling : sometimes they sink for the 
space of ten or fifteen minutes, then rise again to the 
surface, and in bright weather reflect a variety of splendid 
colours, like a field of the most precious gems, in which, 
or rather in a much more valuable light, should this 
stupendous gift of Providence be considered by the 
inhabitants of the British Isles. 

‘The first check this army meets in its march south- 
wards is from the Shetland Isles, which divide it into two 
parts ; one wing takes to the east, the other to the western 
shores of Great Britain, and fill every bay and creek with 
their numbers; others pass on towards Yarmouth, the 
great and ancient mart of herrings ; they then pass through 
the British Channel, and after that in a manner disappear. 
Those which take to the west, after offering themselves 
to the Hebrides, where the great stationary fishing is, 
proceed towards the north of Ireland, where they meet 
:with a second interruption, and are forced to make a 
second division; the one takes to the western side, and 
;is scarce perceived, being soon lost in the immensity of 
;the Atlantic ; but the other, which passes into the Irish 
Sea, rejoices and feeds the inhabitants of most of the 
Wasts that border on it' 

1^ As an average sample of the style of the ^British 
we may quote in full the description which 
iPennant gives of . the commpn hog. After giving the 
^Ifrhonymiy of the species, and a list of its names in 
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various European languages, he proceeds as follows: 

‘ According to common appearances, the hog is certainly 
the most impure and filthy of all quadrupeds ; we should, 
however, reflect that filthiness is an idea merely relative 
to ourselves; but we form a partial judgment from our 
own sensations, and overlook that wise maxim of Provi- 
dence, that every part of the creation should have its 
respective inhabitants. By this ceconomy of nature, the 
earth is never overstocked, nor any part of the creation 
useless. This observation may be exemplified in the 
animal before us; the hog alone devouring what is the 
refuse of all the rest, and contributing not only to remove 
what would be a nuisance to the human race, but also 
converting the' most nauseous offals into the richest 
nutriment : for this reason its stomach is capacious, and 
its gluttony excessive ; not that its palate is insensible to 
the difference of eatables, for where it finds variety, it 
will reject the worst with as distinguishing a taste as 
other quadrupeds. 

‘.This animal has (not unaptly) been compared to a 
miser, who is useless and rapacious in his life, but on 
his death becomes of public use, by the very effects of 
his sordid manners. The hog during life renders little 
service to mankind, except in removing that filth which 
other animals reject: his more than common brutality 
urges him to devour even his own offspring. All other 
domestic quadrupeds show some degree of respect to 
mankindi and even a sort of tenderness for us in our 
helpless yearn; but this animal will devour infants when- 
ever it ha§» opportunity. 

^The parts of ^ imimal are finely adapted to its way 
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of life. As its method of feeding is by turning up the 
earth with its nose for roots of different kinds ; so nature 
has given it a more prone form than other animals; a 
strong brawny neck ; eyes small, and placed high in the 
head ; a long snout, nose callous and tough, and a quick 
sense of smelling to trace out its food. Its intestines have 
a strong resemblance to those of the human species, a 
circumstance which should mortify our pride. The 
external form of its body is very unwieldy ; yet, by the 
strength of its tendons, the wild boar (which is only a 
variety of the common kind) is enabled to fly from the 
hunters with amazing agility: the back toe on the feet 
of this animal prevents its slipping while it descends 
declivities, and must be of singular use when pursued; 
yet, notwithstanding its powers of motion, it is by nature 
stupid, inactive, and drowsy; much inclined to increase 
iti fat, which is disposed in a different manner from other 
animals, and forms a regular coat over the whole body. 
It is restless at a change of weather, and in certain high 
winds is so agitated as to run violently, screaming horribly 
at the same time: it is fond of wallowing in the dirt, 
^ither to cool its surfeited body, or to destroy the lice, 
ticks, and other insects with which it is infested. Its 
diseases generally arise from intemperance; measles, 
iatipostumes, and scrophulous complaints are reckoned 
Wong them, Linmns observes that its flesh is whole* 
feme food for athletic constitutions, or those which use 
Imch exercise ; but bad for such as lead a sedentary life : 
is, though, of most universal use, and furnishes number* 
materials for epicurism, among which brawn is a 
peculiar to En^and, The flesh of the hog is an 
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article of the first importance to a naval and commercial 
nation, for it takes salt better than any other kind, and , 
consequently is capable of being preserved longer. The 
lard is of great use in medicine, being an ingredient in 
various sorts of plaisters, either pure, or in the form of 
pomatum; and the bristles are formed into brushes of 
various kinds. 

‘ This animal has been applied to an use in this island, 
which seems peculM to Minorca and the part of Murray 
which lies between the Spey and Elgin, It has been 
there converted into a beast of draught ; for I have been 
assured by a minister of that county, eye-witness to the 
fact, that he had on his first coming into his parish seen 
a cow, a sow, and two Trogues (young horses) yoked 
together, and drawing a plough in a light sandy soil ; and 
that the sow was the best drawer of the four. In Minorca^ 
the ass and the hog are common helpmates, and are 
yoked together in order to turn up the land. 

^ The wild boar was formerly a native of oqr country, 
as appears from the laws of Hoel Dda^ who permitted 
his grand-huntsman to chase that animal from the middle 
of November to the beginning of December, William the 
Conqueror punished, with the loss of their eyes, any that 
were convicted of killing the wild boar, the stag, or the 
roebuck; and FUz-Stephen tells us that the vast forest 
that in his time grew on the north si^e oi London^ was 
the retreat of stags, fallow deer, wild boars, and bulls. 
Charles / turned out wild boars in the New Forest^ 
Hampshm^ but they were destroyed in the civil wars.* 

The publication of the ‘ British Zoology ’ was interrupted 
in 1765^ by a tour which Pennant made on the Contit^ent 
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Here he made the personal acquaintance of several of the 
most distinguished naturalists of the day, amongst whom 
* were Buffon and Pallas. 

In 1769, Pennant undertook his first tour in Scotland 
As he puts it himself, he had * the hardiness to venture on 
a journey to the remotest part of North Britain, a country 
almost as little known to its southern brethren as Kams- 
chatka.’ He was pleased with his visit, and thinks the 
good report which he gave of the country ought to please 
the Scotch ; as from his having shown that ^ it might be 
visited with safety, it has ever since been inondie with 
southern visitants.’ In 1772, Pennant again visited 
Scotland, penetrating on this occasion as far as the 
Hebrides. In this tour his success, he says, was equal 
to his hopes. ‘ I pointed out everything which I thought 
would be of service to the country ; it was roused to look 
into its advantages; societies have been formed for the 
improvement of the fisheries, and for founding of towns 
in proper places ; to all which I sincerely wish the. most 
happy event ; vast sums will be flung away ; but incident- 
ally, numbers will be benefited, and the passion of patriots 
tickled/ 'The journals which he kept of both these tours 
were published, and contain many interesting observations 
on the natural history of Scotland, as well as on many 
other points. 

In 1771 was|published Pennant’s ‘Synopsis of Quad- 
rupeds.’ This work was republished in 1781, in an 
enlarged form, under the title, ‘History of Quadrupeds.’ 
It went editions ; and he published a 

ipninpanldn work to it under the name of ‘The Genem 
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Pennant seldom allowed a year to pass without making 
a ‘tour’ of some kind; and in this way he accomplished 
very extensive peregrinations through all the principal 
districts of England, in the Isle of Man, and ia parts 
of Wales. He always kept journals of his travels, which 
were published, and enjoyed an extensive circulation — a 
circulation which they well deserved on account of the 
many observations which they contained as to the 
antiquities, historical buildings, and natural features of 
the regions traversed. 

The most considerable zoological work which Pennant 
published, after his ‘British Zoology,’ is his ‘Arctic 
Zoology.' This well-known work was originally intended 
to comprehend an account of the natural history of 
North America; but the author subsequently extended 
it to include the animals of Northern Europe and 
Asia. The ‘Arctic Zoology’ consisted of two quarto 
vdumes, with plates, and was published in 1785. It 
was translated into German and French; and a second 
English edition, in three quarto volumes, appeared in 
1792. 

Only Pennant’s principal works have been here alluded 
to, but his literary activity was incessant, and as varied as 
it was perennial. - No theme was too vast for him, and in 
his six^-seventh year he could not only plan an ‘ Outlines 
die Globe’ which should extend tolHburteen quarto 
volumes, but he actually possessed energy sufficient to 
wiito four these. The same pen, however, which could 
write k l(»tiied memoir fm die ‘Philosophical Trans- 
acdotv^' found appaiendy, equa^ cmagenial employment 
in epitdes qn ‘Mail Iftee Thoughts* on the 
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Militia Laws, or poetical effusions addressed to ladies of 
his acquaintance. 

•Those who would form some idea of Pennant's 
thoroughly original personal character, should read his 
‘Literary Life/ the only defect of which is that there 
is not enough of it The motto to this — vixi et quern 
dederat cursum fortuna is itself characteristic of 

the man. His mind, to use his own words, ‘ was always 
in a progressive state; it could never stagnate.' At 
the same time, he was no philosopher or bookworm, 
but a^een, shrewd, observant man of the world, fond 
of an active outdoor life, and mixing much in society. 
‘ In the midst of my reigning pursuits,' he says, ‘ I never 
neglected the company of my convivial friends, or 
shunned the society of the gay world.' His energy was 
extraordinary, as evinced both by his unwearied literary 
labours, and by the amount of bodily exertion which he 
underwent ‘Almost all my tours,' he tells us, ‘were 
performed on horseback; to that, and to the perfect 
ease of mind I enjoyed in these pleasing journeys, I 
owe my viridis senedus ; I still retain, as far as possible, 
the same species of removal from place to place. I con- 
sider the absolute resignation of one’s person to the 
luxury of a carriage, to forebode a very short interval 
between that and the vehicle which is to convey us to 
our last stage.* In another place he says: ‘I am often 
astonished at the multiplicity of my publications, especially 
wh^ I reflect on the various duties it has fallen to my 
lot£:to discharge— as father of a family, landlord of a 
but very numerous tenantry, and a not inactive 
ma|^trate. I had a ®reat share of health during the 
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literaiy part of my days; much of this was owing to 
the riding exercise of my extensive tours, to my manner 
of living, and to my temperance. I go to rest at ten ; 
and rise winter and summer at seven, and shave regularly 
at the same hour, being a true misopogon, I avoid the 
meal of excess, a supper; and my soul rises with vigour 
to its employs, and (I trust) does not disappoint the 
end of its Creator.’ 

This happy, healthy, energetic vitality remained with 
Pennant almost to the very end of his long life In 
his later years his body doubtless ‘ abated of its wonted 
vigour ;’ but his mind still retained ‘ its powers, its long- 
ing after improvements, its wish to receive new light 
through chinks which time hath made.* When close on 
seventy years of age, he projected, and energetically 
commenced his colossal 'Outlines of the Globe;* and 
though he did not live to carry out this bold con- 
ception, he will command universal assent when he 
says: 'Happy is the old age that could thus beguile 
its fleeting hours, without injury to any one, and, with 
the addition of years, continue to rise in its pursuits.’ 
After a comparatively brief period of decay and illness. 
Pennant passed away on the i6th of December 1798, 
at the age of seventy-two years. In the long roll of 
British naturalists he will always' hold an honourable 
place. In the words of Swainson, 'whatever he touched, 
he beautified, either by the elegance of his diction, 
the historic illustrations he introduced, or the popular 
dhann he gave to things well known before.* 
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During the last part of the eighteenth century, and 
during the few years of the nineteenth century which 
preceded the appearance of the ‘ Rhgne Animal,^ natural 
history was diligently prosecuted in Britain by numerous 
observers, most of whom can be merely noticed here. 
For intelligible reasons, the groups of animals most 
largely studied at this period were birds, fishes, and 
insects, and to a less extent shellfish (Mollusca). One 
of the most purely British naturalists of this period was 
George Montagu, a colonel in the army, and a wealthy 
man, who left behind him two well-known works on 
our native animals. One of these is his ‘Ornithological, 
Dictionary, or Alphabetical Synopsis of British Birds,' 
in; two octavo volumes, published in 1802. A supple- 
ment to this work was published in 1813. The other 
w(^ was the ‘ Testacea Britannica, an Account of all the 
Sli^lls hitherto discovered in Britain,' in two volumes 
qi^o, published in 1803, with a supplement in x8o8. 

|nbe most extensive writer on ornithology of this period 
w^ however. Dr John Latham, a most voluminous writer, 
personally a most estimable man. His three great 
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works are : ( i ) The ‘ General Synopsis of Birds/ in eight 
volumes, small quarto, 1781. (2) The 'Index Omitho- 
logicus/ in two volumes quarto, 1790. (3) 'A General 
History of Birds/ in eleven quarto volumes, 1821-26. 
This last is little more than an enlarged edition of the 
' General Synopsis.* 

Insects have always been a favourite branch of study, 
and the names of Drury, Smeathman (who gave the 
first good description of termites), and Moses Harris 
are familiar to all entomologists. Drury, who was a 
wealthy jeweller in London, was a great collector of 
insects, though in no sense himself a naturalist He 
sent Smeathman to Africa to collect insects for his 
cabinet, and he published a work on exotic insects, in 
which ‘the plates were executed by Moses Harris. This 
last-named naturalist was an excellent artist, and ento- 
mologists still use his 'Aurelian, or Natural History of 
English Butterflies and Moths.’ He also published an 
‘ Exposition of English Insects.’ 

In general zoology the two most noticeable of the 
names of this period are Edward Donovan and Dr George 
Shaw, both of whom Avere voluminous writers, though 
neither left any permanent mark in the science of natural 
history. Donovan’s principal works form a series of 
thirty-eight octavo volumes (1792-1818), dealing respect- 
ively with British quadrupeds, British birds, British fishes, 
British shells, and British insects. He also published 
* Illustrations of Entomology, including the Insects of China, 
India, and New Holland/ in three volumes (1805), and 
'The Naturalist’s Itepositbiy, or Miscellany of Exotic 
Natural in five volume (<834). All lus works 
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are illustrated by plates which are elaborately and often 
very beautifully coloured ; but the text is of small value, 
Sr George Shaw, who was assistant-zoologist in the 
British Museum, was as copious a writer as Donovan, 
but his works are in the main mere compilations. The 
two most important are ‘General Zoology,’ in fourteen 
volumes (1800-27), and the ‘Naturalist’s Miscellany,’ 
twenty-four volumes, with more than a thousand plates. 

To this period also belongs the celebrated artist- 
naturalist, Thomas Bewick, so universally famed for his 
unrivalled delineations of animals, and for the immense 
advance which he effected in the art of wood-engraving. 
Thomas Bewick was bom at Cherry burn, near Newcastle- 
on-Tyne, in 1753, and died in 1828. As an artist, his 
work has received full and critical examination in more 
than one well-known treatise. As a naturalist, he is 
best known by his ‘ General History of British Quadru- 
peds,’ the first edition of which appeared in 1790, and his 
‘ History of British Birds,’ of which the first volume 
appeared in 1797, and the second in 1804, The 
illustrations of these two works have never been sur- 
passed for power of expression and truth to nature. He 
possessed ‘the royal stamp of genius,’ and with it ‘the 
humbler, yet quite as necessary, gift of perseverance; 
and together these led him to approach nature in 
simplicity, to receive her lessons with faithfulness, and 
to depict what he saw with unfailing certainty and 
lovdiness.’ * . 

in addition to the above, the present period produced 
naturalists who have obtained a permanent fame for 

f ^TIm Lir« and Wofkt ot Thoma* by David Croal Thomimt, Mi. 
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the extraordinary accuracy of their observations, and for 
their graphic descriptions of the habits of animals — 
namely, Gilbert White and Alexander Wilson. These 
two. names well deserve something more than a passing 
mention or a mere enumeration of their published 
works. 


THE REV. GILBERT WHITE. 

There are few, probably, to whom the words ‘ Whitens 
Selbome,* do not sound perfectly familiar, though possibly 
many to whom these words are * household words' have 
not actually read the book of which they form the 
abbreviated title. It must, in truth, be admitted — and the 
admission cannot be made without some touch of pain 
and regret — that the press and hurry of the latter half of 
the nineteenth century render it almost impossible for the 
majority of people to read a book like White’s ‘ Selbome.’ 
Indeed, the art of reading books, in the sense in which 
our forefathers read them, threatens to become altogether 
lost; and it is almost inconceivable that a book like 
White’s ‘ Selbome ’ should be written at the present day. 
Such books are redolent of the health and peace of the 
quiet country ; they breathe tranquillity and repose ; they 
imply unlimited time for contemplation; they tell of a 
mind, unresting it may be, but assuredly unhasting. Such 
ingredients for a book are rarely to be obtained in any 
age : in the feverish life of modem civilisation they bid 
fiur to disappear altogether. 

It has to many appeared a matter for regret that so 
veiy Uttle—next to nothinj^ &Gt— is known of Gilbert 
White bimsell In this, however^ one cannot but feel a 
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sort of fitness, a congruity with the quality of the shy, 
modest spirit and the tranquil, contented life of the man. 
Those who would know White, must read White’s 
*Selbome,' and when they have done that, and learned 
to love it, they will love the writer of the book, and will 
know more about him than any biographical enumeration 
of facts could have told them. 

Such facts as are known can be stated in very brief 
compass. Gilbert White was born in Selbornc, a little 
village in the extreme eastern corner of Hampshire, on 
the i8th of July 1720. His father, John White, who did 
not at the time of Gilbert’s birth reside in Selbome, was 
the only son of Gilbert White, the vicar of Selborne, and 
was a barrister in the Middle Temple. When Gilbert 
was eleven years of age, his father came to reside per- 
manently at Selbome. Little is known of him, but it 
would seem that Gilbert derived from his father his strong 
loye of nature. He died in 1759, and left instructions 
in his will that no monument should be erected to him, 
*not desiring to have his name recorded, save in the 
book of life.* Gilbert White was educated at Basingstoke, 
under the Rev. Thomas Warton, the vicar of Basingstoke. 
In 1739 he entered Oxford as a student of Oriel College, 
and he graduated as bachelor of arts in 1743. He 
have distinguished himself as a student, since he 
w 4 s elected to a Fellowship of Oriel in 17441 not taking 
hi$; master’s degree till 1746. He seems to have had 
ttu|ny opportunities of preferment in the church; but he 
d^ed to live peacefully at his old home in his native 
vi^^ where he died in theifeventy-third year of his age, 
wStfie 26th of June 1793. Of * events,’ in the ordinary 
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sense of the tenn, Gilbert White’s life possesses none that 
the most painstaking of biographers has ever been able 
to discover. He never married, though he was at one 
time in love. He was of cheerful and sociable disposi- 
tion, and was beloved by one and all who knew him. 

' He does not appear to have had a large circle of acquaint- 
ances; but he maintained a correspondence with several 
of the leading naturalists of the day, and especially with 
Pennant. 

The work which has rendered Gilbert White immortal is 
‘The Natural History and Antiquities of Selbome, in the 
County of Southampton,’ the first edition of which was 
published in London ip 1789, in quarto. There have 
been many subsequent editions, mostly of octavo size. 
It is not possible to give any notion of this charming 
book, by abstracting it, by enumerating its contents, or 
by quotations. Gilbert White was essentially, to use the 
words of his biographer (Mr Edward Jesse), ‘an out- 
door naturalist, following the pursuit with unwearied dili- 
gence, and enjoying the charms of rural scenery with 
unbounded admiration.’ In his love of nature he 
resembled Pennant; but the latter was a man of super- 
abundant vitality, wholly unsentimental, self-reliant; self- 
assertive, and not without a spice of personal vanity; 
whereas Gilbert White was a serenie a>ntemplative soul, 
devoid of ambition, with the tender, sensitive spirit that a 
poet— and he wrote poetry occaaonally— ^raght^to have. 
His love of .nature was, however, the love of a man of 
science. In other wrads, it was a love which was not 
dimintdied by dose aci^|| 3 htance with its object, but ' 
wlo^ on the GOntiaiy, oh 'aad grew out of the 
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mmute and methodical . observation of the most trivial 
" details* 

* His diaries/ Says Mr Jesse, * were kept with unremit- 
ting diligence j and in his annual migrations to Oriel 
College and other places, his man Thomas, who seems 
to. have been well qualified for the office, recorded 
the weather ^journal. The state of the thermometer, 
barometer, and the variations of the wind are noted, as 
well as the quantity of rain which fell. We have daily 
accounts of the weather, whether hot or cold, sunny or 
cloudy ; we have also information of the first tree in 
leaf, and even of the appearance of the first fungi, and 
of the -plants first in blossom. We are told when mosses 
vegetate, and when insects first appear and disappear. 
There *are also remarks with regard to fish and other 
animals ; with miscellaneous observations and memoranda 
on various subjects,* Through this mass of what many 
people might regard as insignificant, not to say wearisome, 
ddtails, runs a strong vein of humanity. To quote Mr 
Jesse once more : ‘ He ** chronicled ” his ale and beer, as 
they were brevred by his man Thomas, who appears to 
have been his valet, gardener, and assistant naturalist. 

takes notice of the quantity of port>wine which came 
tophus share when he divided a pipe of it with some of his 
nd|g;hbours ; and he makes frequent mention of his crops, 
hiifine and early cucumters, and the flavour of his Card- 
tlli^ peas— he evidently tnudi time in his garden. 

3 appearance of his neighll^urs* hops, the beginning 
ending of thor harvests, their bees, pigs, and pooitiy, 
ibo noticed in succesrioi^ appear to have added 
tb lie invest he toedt in life^ 
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He had also a whimsical sense of the. humour that 
underlies many of the actions of animals, or many of the 
phenomena of animal life, when viewed from the human 
standpoint Take, for example, the account which he 
gives of ‘Timothy,' a large and aged tortoise, which he 
^ kept for many years, and the habits of which he observed 
with the same loving care as he bestowed upon all living 
beings. ‘ The old Sussex tortoise,* he writes to his friend 
the Hon. Daines Barrington, ‘that I have mentioned to 
you so often, is become my property. I dug it out of 
its winter dormitory in March last, when it was enough 
awakened to express its resentments by hissing; and, 
packing it into a box with earth, carried it eighty miles 
in post-chaises. The* rattle and hurry of the journey 
so perfectly roused it, that when I turned it out on a 
' border, it walked twice down to the bottom of my garden ; 
however, in the evening, the weather being cold, it buried 
itself in the loose mould, and continues still concealed. . • . 
When one reflects on the state of this strange being; it is 
a matter of wonder to And that Providence should bestow 
such a profusion of days, such a seeming waste of lon- 
gevity, on a reptile that appears to relish it so little as 
to squander more than two-thirds of its existence in a 
joyless stupor, and be lost to all sensation for months 
together in the profoundest of slumbers* . * . Because 
we call this creature an abject reptile; we are too apt to 
undervalue his abilities, to depreciate his powers of. 

Yet he is, as Mr Pope says of his lord, 

Much too vKse to walk into a well I T , 
has ^ much a haha. 
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but to Stop and withdraw from the brink with the readiest 
precautionu 

♦^Though he loves warm weather, he avoids the hot 
sun; because his thick shell, when once heated, would, 
as the poet says of solid armour, scald with safety,” He 
therefore spends the more sultry hours under the shelter 
of a large cabbage leaf, or amidst the waving forests of an 
asparagus bed. But as he avoids the heat in summer, so, 
in the decline of the year, he improves the faint autumnal 
beams by getting within the reflection of a fruit-wall; 
and though he never has read that planes inclining to 
the horizon receive a greater share of warmth, he inclines 
his shell, by tilting it against the wall, to collect and 
admit every feeble ray. 

* Pitiable seems the condition of this poor embarrassed 
reptile : to be cased in a suit of ponderous armour ; to be 
imprisoned, as it were, within his own shell, must preclude, 
we should suppose, all activity and disposition for enter- 
prise. Yet there is a season of the year (usually the 
beginning of June) when his exertions are remarkable. 
He then walks on tiptoe, and is stirring by five in the 
morning; and, traversing the garden, examines every 
wicket and interstice in the fences, through which he 
wiB escape if possible; and often has eluded the care 
of the gardener, and wandered to some distant field. 
The motives that impel him to undertake these rambles 
seem to be of the amorous kind. His fancy then becomes 
inttot on sexual attachments, which transport him beyond 
hiamsoal gravi^, and mduce him to forget for a time his 
or4bary solemn deportment’ 

|ie an admixaUe exami^ of Gilbert White's wonderful 
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power of minute observation^ we may quote his remarks on 
the motions of birds, though there is hardly a letter in this 
charming book that does not exhibit the same close and 
faithful observation of nature in its out-of-door aspects. 
*A good ornithologist,* he writes, ‘should be able to 
distinguish birds in the air, as well as by their colours 
and shape, on the ground as well as on the wing, and 
in the bush as well as in the hand. For, though it must 
not be said that every species of birds has a manner 
peculiar to itself, yet there is somewhat, in most genera 
at least, that at first sight discriminates them, and 
enables a judicious observer to pronounce upon them 
with some certainty. Put a bird in motion, 

£t vera incessu patuit 
( And it is truly declared its gait). 

Thus kites and buzzards sail round in circles, with wings 
expanded and motionless; and it is from their gliding 
manner that the former are still called, \ in the north of 
England, gleads, from the Saxon verb glidan^ to glide. 
The kestrel, or windhover, has a peculiar mode of hang« 
ing in the air in one place, his wings all the while being 
briskly agitated. Hen-harriers fly low over heaths or 
fields pf com, and beat the ground regularly like a 
pointer or setting dog. Owls move in a buoyant manner, 
as if lighter than the air; they seem to want ballast 
There is a peculiarity belonging to ravens fliat most draw 
die attention even of the most incurious — they spend all 
Aetr leisure tin^e in striking and cuffing each other bn 
the wing in a/kind of playM ddrmish; and whai diey/ 
move place to another, firequently turn on their 

bac^ wim # seem to be fidlmg on the 
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ground* When this odd gesture betides them, they are 
scratching themselves with one foot, and thus lose the 
centre of graviqr. Rooks sometimes dive and tumble in 
a frolicsome manner; crows and daws swagger in their 
walk ; woodpeckers fly volaiu undosa^ opening and closing 
their wings at every stroke, and so are always rising and 
falling in curves. All of this genus use their tails, which 
incline downwards, as a support while they run up trees. 
Parrots, like all hooked-clawed birds, walk awkwardly, 
and make use of their bill as a third foot, climbing and 
descending with ridiculous caution. All the Gallinse 
parade and wdk gracefully, and run nimbly ; but fly with 
difiiculty, with an impetuous whirring, and in a straight 
line. Magpies and jays flutter with powerless wings, and 
make no despatch ; herons seem encumbered with too much 
sail for their light bodies; but these vast hollow wings 
ar<^ necessary in carrying burdens, such as large Ashes 
and the like; pigeons, and particularly the sort called 
smiters, have a way of clashing their wings, the one 
a^nst the other, over their backs, with a loud snap; 
another variety, called • tumblers, turn themselves over 
in the air. Some birds have movements peculiar to 
the season of love; thus ringdoves, though strong and 
rapid at other times, yet in the spring, hang about on 
the wing in a toying and playful manner; thus the cock* 
snl^, while breeding, forgetting bis former flight, laps 
the air like a windhover; and the greenfinch, in particular, 
exhibits such languishing and faltering gestures as to 
aji^ear like a wounded and dying bird. The kingfisher 
da|^ $iong like an arrow; fern-owls, or goatsuckers, 
in die dusk over the tops of trees like a meteor; 
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starlings, as it were, swim along; while missel-thrushes 
use a wild and desultory flight; swallows sweep over the ^ 
surface of the ground and water, and distinguish them- 
selves by rapid turns and quick evolutions; swifts dash 
round in circles ; and the bank-martin moves with frequent 
vacillations like a butterfly. Most of the small birds 
fly by jerks, rising and falling as they advance. Most 
small birds hop; but wagtails and larks walk, moving 
their legs alternately. Skylarks rise and fall perpen- 
dicularly as they sing; woodlarks hang poised in the 
air; and titlarks rise and fall in large curves, singing in 
their descent The whitethroat uses odd jerks and 
gesticulations over the tops of hedges and bushes. All 
the duck-kind waddle ; divers and auks walk as if fettered, 
and stand erect on their tails ; these are the compedes of 
Linnaeus. Geese and cranes, and most wild-fowls, move 
in figured flights, often changing their position. The 
secondary remiges* of Tringse, wild-ducks, and some 
others, are very long, and give their wings, when in motion, 
a hooked appearance. Dabchicks, moor-hens, and coots 
fly erect, with their legs hanging down, and hardly make 
any despatch ; the reason is plain, their wings are placed 
too far forward out of the true centre of gravity; as the 
legs of auks and divers are situated too far backward.’ 

Among the innumerable subjects which Gilbert White 
investigated, there seem to have been few that interested 
him more than the problem of the disappearance of the 
swallow^ at the approach of winter. On this point he 
never could make up his mind to fully accept the ordinary 
theory the migmtion of these birds in autumn to some 
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warmer region. On the contrary, he clung to the widely- 
spread belief that *many of the swallow kind do not 
depart from this island, but lay themselves up in holes 
and caverns, and do, insect-like and bat-like, come forth 
at mild times, and then retire again to their lai€br(B or 
lurking-places.* To this idea he recurs again and again j 
and he does not even appear to be quite clear, but that 
the popular northern notion that swallows in autumn 
bury themselves in the mud at the bottom of streams 
and ponds may not have some truth in it. He seems to 
have corresponded much with Pennant as regards this 
qucesHo vexata; and the latter devotes considerable space 
in his ^British Zoology* to a discussion of the evidence 
on the point Pennant’s own conclusion was that the 
greater portion of the swallows migrate to some warmer 
countr}', but that the late broods, being unfit for so 
arduous a journey, hybernate in this country. We are 
obliged, says Pennant, to conclude that ‘ one part of the 
swallow tribe migrate, and that others have their winter 
quarters near home. If it should be demanded, why 
swallows alone are found in a torpid state, and not the 
other many species of soft-billed birds, which likewise 
disappear about the same time? the following reason 
may be assigned : 

* No birds are so much on the wing as swallows, none 
fly with such swiftness and rapidity, none are obliged to 
us<i such sudden and various evolutions in their flight, 
noi^e are at such pains to take their prey, and we may 
adij, none exert their voice more incessantly; all these 
oc^ion a vast expense of strength and' of spirits, and 
give sudh a texture to the blood, that other ahimals 
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cannot experience; and so dispose, or we may say, 
necessitate, this tribe of birds, or part of them at least, 
to a repose more lasting than that of any others. 

^The third notion is, even at first sight, too amazing 
and unnatural to merit mention, if it was not that some 
of the learned have been credulous enough to deliver, 
for fact, what has the strongest appearance of impossi- 
bility; we mean the relation of swallows passing the 
winter immersed under ice, at the bottom of lakes, or 
lodged beneath the water of the sea at the foot of rocks. 
The first who broached this opinion, was Olaus Ma^usy 
Archbishop of Vpsaly who very gravely informs us, that 
these birds are often •found in clustered masses at the 
bottom of the northern lakes, mouth to mouth, wing to 
wing, foot to foot ; and that they creep down the reeds in 
autumn to their subaqueous retreats. That when the 
old fishermen discover such a mass, they throw it into the 
water again ; but when young inexperienced ones take it, 
they will, by thawing the birds at a fire, bring them indeed 
to the use of their wings, which will continue but a very 
short time, being owing to a premature and forced 
revival. 

*That the good archbishop did not want credulity, in 
other instances, appears from this, that after having 
stocked the bottom of the lakes with birds, he stores 
the clouds with mice, which sometimes fall in plentiful 
shoi2(^ers on Norway and the neighbouring countries. 

; of our own countrymen have given credit to the 

suWersion of swallows; and Klein patronises the doctrine 
strongly, giving the following history of their manner of 
retMngV yiuoh he received^ fi^m^soine countrymen and 
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Others. ^ They asserted that sometimes the swallows 
assembled in numbers on a reed, till it broke and sunk 
• with them to the bottom ; and that their immersion was 
preluded by a dirge of a quarter of an hour’s length. 
That others would unite in laying hold of a straw with 
their bills, and so plunge down in society. Others again 
would form a large mass, by clinging together with their 
feet, and so comjnit themselves to the deep. 

* Such are the relations given by those that are fond of 
this opinion, and though delivered without exaggeration, 
must provoke a smile. They assign not the smallest 
reason to account for these birds being able to endure so 
long a submersion without being suffocated, or without 
decaying, in an element so unnatural to so delicate a bird ; 
when we know that the otter, the cormorant, and the 
grebes, soon perish if caught under ice, or entangled in 
nets; and it is well known that those animals will con- 
tinue much longer under water than any others to whom 
nature hath denied that particular structure of heart 
necessary for a long residence bbneath that element* 

ALEXANDER WILSON. 

Alexander Wilson, ‘the American ornithologist,* was 
th^ son of a ‘wabster,* or weaver, of Paisley, and was 
bom on the 6th of July 1766. Little or nothing is 
ki^wn of his early life, except that his parents cherished 
thi ambition, so common among the Scotch peasantry, 
ofSbrihging up a son to the church, and that, with this 
ei ]0 in view, Alexander Wilson was for a time placed 
ur^er the charge of Mr Barlas, a student of divinity, fkom 
we' may suppose he acquired some rudiments of 
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a liberal education. Much, however, cannot be set down 
to this, because his father found it impossible to cany 
on his education, and the future naturalist was appren- 
ticed, at the early age of thirteen, to an operative weaver 
in Paisley. His apprenticeship lasted three years, and 
though often, as he says himself, ‘feasted wi’ the hazel- 
oil,’ he does not seem to have been unhappy, and he 
was not wholly without opportunities of indulging his 
taste for reading, and for wandering in the tountry. 

^ Qn the expiry of his apprehdceship, Wilson adopts the 
occtipation of a journeyman weaver, whidi he carried on, 
partly in and pa^X ih: Lw where his 
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father now lived, for a period of about four years. Subse- 
quently he set up as a weaver in Paisley, in parttfership 
with a Mr David Brodie, afterwards a schoolmaster, with 
whom he established a firm fnendship, and who assisted 
him greatly in studying both the more famous English 
poets and some of the Latin classics. After a time, Wilson 
tired of his occupation as a weaver, and determined to set 
up as a pedlar, an avocation which would allow him to 
gratify his love of nature and his taste for wandering, and 
at the same time would supply him with bread and 
cheese. He soon found, however, that the itinerant life 
of a pedlar was by no means free from hardships and 
annoyances, and he ultimately returned to Paisley, with 
the intention of trying to utilise his poetical talents. He 
had always had a taste for poetry, and had committed 
many of his effusions to paper; and he now submitted 
these to a gentleman in Paisley, upon whose judgment 
he relied. The verdict being favourable, he printed a 
small volume of poems, and again started off as a pedlar ; 
his pack, however, now containing not only the ordinaiy 
wares of his profession, but also a number of copies of 
his book. This novel attempt to combine poetry with 
hawking proved, as was to be expected, pecuniarily un- 
profitable; and Wilson returned to Paisley, ‘nearly 
per^iless, and much depressed in spirits.’ 

Ih consequence of this failure of his scheme for con- 
queBhg fame and earning a living through his poemi^ 
Wi%>n was obliged once more to take up his old trade of 
weaTfmg, at anyrate as an occasional thing; and he fell 
into a low conditioii both of body and of mind. Ulti* 
be once more^ resumed his pack, and set off 
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again on his wanderings. At the same timei he began 
to write for the periodicals of the day, and made a suc-^ 
cessful hit with his well-known ballad of ^ Watty and 
Meg j* but his literary struggles at this period of his life do 
not concern us here. The west of Scotland was at this 
time in an extremely unsettled state, partly owing to 
depression in trade, and partly to the general restlessness 
produced in the working-classes of almost all countries by 
the French Revolution. The operatives of the west 
country, rightly or wrongly, believed themselves to be an 
oppressed and ill-treated race, and their cause was warmly 
espoused by Wilson, who wrote a number of poetical 
squibs, attacking botlvmen and measures. These, unfortu- 
nately, brought him under the notice of the authorities, 
with the result that a prosecution was instituted against 
him, and he was condemned to imprisonment in Paisley 
jail, and also to bum one of his obnoxious pieces with his 
own hands, in public. 

On his liberation, Wilson determined to emigrate to 
America, whither he set sail on the 23d of May 1794, 
arriving in the state of Delaware some twenty-two days 
after leaving Belfast The first four years of Wilson’s 
life in America seem to have been passed in different 
employments, but next to nothing is known of the details 
of his life at this time. In 1800, we find him keeping 
a school at Frankfort, Pennsylvania, and we have also 
glimpses of him as a land-surveyor, and as a leader in a 
local debating society. It is, however, clear that he had, 
up<m the whole, been an unsucoessM man, and that his 
experieneeaih his new fatherland bad not been agreeable; 
since he is found in x8bi writmg |p his fiiend Ord, uxgiiig 
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him not to make any engagements which would bind 
him to the ‘unworthy soil* of America, and looking 
forward to a speedy return to Scotland. 

Things were now to go somewhat more smoothly with 
Wilson, and the beginning of a better time was ushered 
in by his obtaining a post as schoolmaster at Gray’s Ferry, 
on the Schuylkill River, about four miles from Philadelphia. 
Here he made acquaintance with William Bartram,* who 
kept a botanic garden on the western bank of the Schuyl- 
kill, and was a good naturalist. Bartram introduced 
Wilson to the study of natural history, and induced him 
to use his pencil as a draughtsman of birds and other 
natural objects. This proved the .germ of what soon 
became the one overmastering passion of his life, and 
inspired him with the idea of illustrating the ornithology 
of the United States. He now spent all his spare time 
in studying natural history, in improving himself as a 
draughtsman, in adding to his collections, and in making 
excursions for the purpose of increasing his store of know- 
ledge as to the habits of the birds of America. He even 
learned, with the help of his friend Mr Lawson, who was 
himself an engraver, to put his plates on the copper with 
hisj own hands. It need hardly be said that the zeal 
which he displayed in his ornithological pursuits proved 
byf^o means beneficial to his school; and the prospect 
of his being able to carry out his design of preparing a 
w<^ on the birds of the United States seemed farther off 
th& eyc^r. He proposed to his friend Lawson, in iSo6, to 
jo^him in &e production of such a work; but the latter 


BatUwn was the son iif Bartnun» M^D., a natumlist. He was 
» pliior of Ih North md South CsreUns^' Philadelphia, tjgt. 
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declined to do so, upon prudential grounds, and Wilson 
determined to prosecute his plan unaided. At the worst, 
as he said himself, he should, in so doing, at least leave* 
‘a small beacon/ to point out where he perished. 

Wilson now applied to Jefferson, then president of 
the United States, for some post in connection with a 
contemplated expedition to explore the region drained 
^by the Mississippi; but, for some unexplained reason, 
his application received no notice. However, fortune 
now smiled upon him, and he was rendered to some 
extent independent by being appointed assistant-editor on 
‘ Rees’s Cyclopaedia,* a new edition of which was about to 
be brought out by Mjt Samuel F. Bradford, a bookseller of 
Philadelphia. He did not delay long in submitting to 
Mr Bradford his plan for preparing an ornithology of 
the United States; and Mr Bradford not only gave the 
plan his approval, but agreed to become publisher, and 
to find the necessary funds. 

Wilson was now able to devote himself to hia great 
enterprise, whenever his editorial duties would allow 
him to do so; and he spent the next two years hard 
at work on his contemplated treatise. ^At length,’ to 
use the words of his biographer and friend, Mr George 
Ord, ^ in the month of September 1808, the first volume of 
the ‘American Ornithology’ made its appearance. From 
the date of the arrangement with the publisher, 
a prospectus had been issued, wherein the nature 
and intended execution of the work were specified. But 
yet no one appeared to entertain an adequate idea of 
the which was about '|) be afforded to the lovers 
df the fine arts ahd of Hegint literature ; and when the 
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superb volume was presented to the public, their delight 
was equalled only by their astonishment that America, as 
yet* in its infancy, should produce an original work in 
science, which could vie in its essentials with the proudest 
productions of a similar nature of the European world.’ 

The remaining years of Wilson’s too short life were 
occupied principally with the preparation of the conclud- 
ing volumes of his great work. When not busily engaged ^ 
on this, he was often away, for months together, on long 
and toilsome excursions, in search of ‘birds and sub- 
scribers.’ In these journeys, he travelled over a large 
part of the United States, and underwent many hardships. 
Many of the incidents of his travels are recounted in 
his letters to his friends, which also contain numerous 
exceedingly interesting observations on the condition of 
the United States at that time, the social habits of the 
people, and other cognate matters. These letters are most 
interesting reading, but they do not lend themselves to 
extraction or quotation, and they must be read in their 
entirety by those who would like to follow the adventurous 
nattvalist in his wanderings. 

In the intervals between his excursions, Wilson applied 
himsdf unremittingly to the publication of the successive 
volthnes of his work; and in the beginning of 18x3 the 
seventh volume made its appearance. He was in hopes 
that^e eighth voluipe would complete the undertaking, but 
he ^as not destined to see the end of his labours. Too 
seve^ application to his self-imposed task had impaired 
his Health, and he was seized with an attack of dysentery, 
whi^ in a few days tetminated fatally. He died' on the 
23d|E>f August 1813, in the forty-eighth year of his age. 
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The * American Ornithology/ by which the name of 
Alexander Wilson will be ever remembered, consisted of 
eight volumes quarto, to which a ninth volume was subs^ 
quently added by Prince Charles Lucien Bonaparte, 
Prince of Musignano. The best English edition is that 
by Sir William Jardine, in three volumes octavo, published 
in 1832. From the purely zoological point of view, this 
^ great work stands in an almost unique position. Wilson 
was no trained naturalist, and naturally cared little for 
zoological systems, for synonymy — the bugbear of working 
naturalists — or for comparative anatomy. On the other 
hand he was a wonderfully acute and accurate observer, 
with a keen sense of what constituted the really essential 
characters of a species, and thoroughly able to set down 
these characters in clear and well-chosen language. 
Above all, he was an outdoor naturalist. He did not 
describe the birds of America from skins or stuffed 
specimens, but from close personal observation of the 
creatures themselves in their native haunts. Henc^ as 
Swainson has remarked, ^his descriptions are, in fact, 
biographies.* 

In illustration of the above remarks, we may quote some 
portions of the description whkh Wilson gives of the 
fish-hawk or osprey. ‘This forinidable, vigorous-winged, 
and well-known bird,* writes Wilson, ‘ subsists altogether on 
the finny tribes that swarm in our bays, creeks, and rivers ; 
procuring his prey by his own active skill and industry ; 
j%nd seeming no further dependent on the land than as a 
inere "resting-place, or, in the usual season, ^ a spot of 
. deport for hb nest, e^s^ and youpg. The figure here 
given b td qS the size of life, to 
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FJSH-HAWK, FROM WILSON’s * ORNITHOLOGY.’ 


correspond with that of the bald eagle, his common 
attendant and constant plunderer.* 

‘The fish-hawk is migratory, arriving on the coasts 
of New York and New Jersey about the 21st of March, 
and retiring to the south about the 2 2d of September. 
Heavy equinoctial storms may vary these periods of 
arrival and departure a few days ; but long observation 
has ascertained that they are kept with remarkable 
regularity. On the arrival of these birds in the northern 
part^ of the United States, they sometimes find the bays 
and , ponds frozen, and experience a difficulty in pro- 
curi% fish for many days. Yet there is no instance on 
recold of their attacking birds, or inferior land animals, 
with|intent to feed on them; though their great strength 

of ^ht, as well as of feet and claws, would seem to 

■ . 4 

tta^ment applies to the original figure in the American edition of the 
work, :v; The agure hmre given is one-eighth of the natural rise. 
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render this no difficult matter. But they no sooner 
arrive^ than they wage war on the bald eagles, as against 
a horde of robbers and banditti ^ sometimes succeeding, 
by force of numbers and perseverance, in driving them 
from their haunts, but seldom or never attacking them 
in single combat 

‘The first appearance of the fish-hawk in spring is 
welcomed by the fishermen, as the happy signal of the 
approach of those vast shoals of herrings, shad, &c. 
that regularly arrive on our coasts, and enter our rivers 
in such prodigious multitudes. Two of a trade, it is 
said, seldom agree; the adage, however, will not hold 
good in the present case, for such is the respect paid 
to the fish-hawk, not only by this class of men, but, 
generally, by the whole neighbourhood where it resides, 
that a person who should attempt to shoot one of them 
would stand a fair chance of being insulted. This 
♦prepossession in favour of the fish-hawk is honourable 
to their feelings. They associate with its first appear- 
jirice ideas of plenty, and all the gaiety of business; 
they see it active and industrious like themselves, inoffen- 
sive to the productions of their farms; building with 
confidence, and without the least disposition to con- 
cealment, in the middle of their fields, and along their 
fences; and returning, year after year, regularly to its 
former abode. 

The nest of the fish-hawk is usually built "on the top 
of I dead or decaying tree, sometimes not more than 
fifteen, often upwards of fifty, feet from the ground. 
Ij -has been remarked by the pimple of the sea-coasts, 
fiiat die most thriving tree die in a few years after 
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being taken possession of by the fish-hawk. This is 
attributed to the fish-oil, and to the excrements of the 
bird; but is more probably occasioned by the large 
heap of wet salt materials of which the nest is usually 
composed. I ascended to several of these nests that 
had been built in from year to year, and found them 
constructed as follows: Externally, large sticks, from 
half an inch to an inch and a half in diameter, and 
two or three feet in length, piled to the height of 
three or four feet, and from two to three feet in breadth ; 
these were intermixed with corn-stalks, sea-weed, pieces 
of wet turf in large quantities, mullein stalks, and lined 
with dry sea-grass; the whole forming a mass very 
observable at half a mile’s distance, and large enough 
to fill a cart, and be no inconsiderable load for a 
horse . . . • About the first of May, the female fish- 
hawk begins to lay her eggs, which are commonly three 
in number, sometimes only two, and rarely four. They 
are somewhat larger than those of the common hen, 
and nearly of the same shape. .The ground-colour , 
varies in different eggs, from a reddish creatn to nearly - 
white, splashed and daubed all over with dark Spanish 
brown, as if done by art During the time the female 
is sitting, the male frequendy supplies her with fish ; 
though sfhe occasionally takes a short circuit to sea 
herself, but quickly returns again. The attention of the 
male, on such occasions, is regulated by the circumstances 
of the case. A pair of these birds, on the south siSe of 
the; Great Egg Harbour River, near its mouth, wasmoted 
for ; several years. The female, having but one li^, 
wa|j rcgulaily fiimished, while sitting, with fish in such 
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abundance, that she seldom left the nest, and never to 
seek for food. This kindness was continued both be- 
fore and after incubation. Some animals, who claim the 
name and rationality of man, might blush at the recital 
of this fact. On the appearance of the young, which 
is usually about the last of June, the zeal and watch- 
fulness of the parents are extreme. They stand guard, 
and go off to fish, alternately; one parent being always 
within a short distance of the nest. ,On the near approach 
of any person, the hawk utters a plaintive whistling note, 
which becomes shriller as she takes to wing, and sails 
around, sometimes making a rapid descent, as if aiming 
directly for you; but checking her course, and sweeping 
past, at a short distance overhead, her wings making 
a loud whizzing in the air. .... It is universally 
asserted by the people of the neighbourhood where 
these birds breed, that the young remain so long before 
they fly, that the parents are obliged at last to compel 
them to shift for themselves, beating them with their 
wings, and driving them from the nest But that they 
continue to assist them even after this, I know to be a 
fact, from my own observation, as I have seen the 
young bird meet its parent in the air, and receive from 
him the fish he carried in his claws. 

* The flight of the fish-hawk, his manoeuvres while in 
search of fish, and his manner of seizing his prey, are 
deserving of particular notice. In leaving the nest, he 
usually flies direct till he comes to the sea, then sails 
round, in easy curving lines, turning sometimes in the air 
as on a pivot, apparently without the least exertion, rarely 
moving the brings, the legs extended behind, and his 
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remarkable length, and curvature or bend of wing, dis- 
tinguishing him from all other hawks. The height at 
which he thus elegantly glides is various, from one 
hundred to one hundred and fifty or two hundred feet, 
sometimes much higher, all the while calmly reconnoit- 
ring the face of the deep below. Suddenly he is seen to 
check his course, as if struck by a particular object, which 
he seems to survey for a few moments with such steadi- 
ness, that he appears fixed in air, flapping his wings. 
This object, however, he abandons ; or rather the fish he 
had in his eye has disappeared, and he is again seen 
sailing around as before. Now his attention is again 
arrested, and he descends with great rapidity ; but ere he 
reaches the surface, shoots oif on another course, as if 
ashamed that a second victim had escaped him. He now 
sails at a short height above the surface, and by a zigzag 
descent, and without seeming to dip his feet in the water, 
seizes a fish, which, after carrying a short distance, he 
profcably drops, or yields up to the bald eagle ; and again 
ascends, by easy spiral circles, to the higher circles of the 
air, where he glides about in all the ease and majesty of 
his species. At once, from this sublime aerial height, he 
descends like a perpendicular torrent, plunging into the 
sea with a loud rushing sound, and with the certainty of 
a i^e. In a few moments he emerges, bearing in his 
claws his struggling prey, which he always carries head 
forwost, and, having risen a few feet above the surface, 
sh^es himself as a water-spaniel would do, and directs 
hisl;heavy and laborious course directly for the land. If 
the^^nd blow hard, and his nest lie in the quarter from 
whpce it comes, it is amusing to observe with what 
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judgment and exertion he beats to windward, not in a 
direct line, that is, in the wind's eye^ but making several ^ 
successive tacks to gain his purpose. This will appear 
the more striking, when we consider the size of the fish 
which he sometimes bears along. A shad was taken from 
a fish-hawk near Great Egg Harbour, on which he had 
begun to regale himself, and had already eaten a consider- 
able portion of it; the remainder weighed six pounds. 
Another fish-hawk was passing Mr Beasley’s, at the same 
place, with a large flounder in his grasp, which struggled 
and shook him so, that he dropt it on the shore. The 
flounder was picked up, and served the whole family for 
dinner. It is singular' that the hawk never descends to 
pick up a fish which he happens to drop, either on the 
land or in the water. There is a kind of abstemious 
dignity in this habit of the hawk, superior to the gluttonous 
voracity displayed by most other birds of prey, and 
particularly by the bald eagle, whose piratical robberies 
committed on the present species have been already fully 
detailed in treating of his histoiy.* The hawk, however, 
in his fishing pursuits, sometimes' mistakes his mark, 
or overrates his strength, by striking fish too large and 
powerful for him to manage, by whom he is suddenly 
dragged under ; and though he sometimes succeeds 
in extricating himself, after being taken three or four 
times down, yet oftener both . parties perish. The 
bodies of sturgeon and several other large fish, with that 
of a fish-hawk fast grappled in them, have at different 

* WibKm gives a most graphic and animated account of the habit of the bald 
eagle of watching till the Ssh^hawk has caught a fish, and then pursuing him till 
the latter, * with % sudden screain; probably pf despair and honest execration,' is 
compelled to drop his prey, whidi l^e eagle Instantly seises and carries off. 
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times been found dead on the shore, cast up by the 
waves.’ 

• To the above excerpt from Wilson’s account of the 
osprey, may be appended the lines which he wrote on this 
bird, which allude specially to the friendly feelings with 
which it is regarded by the fishermen on the Atlantic 
coast of the United States : 

The osprey sails above the sound, 

The geese are gone, the gulls are flying ; 

The herring-shoals swarm thick around, 

The nets are launched, the boats are flying ; 

Yo, ho, my hearts I let *s seek the deep, 

Raise high the song, and cheerly wish her, 

Still as the bending net we sweep, 

* God bless the flsh-hawk and the flsher I * 

She brings us fish, she brings us spring, 

Good times, fair weather, warmth and plenty, 

Fine store of shad, trout, herring, ling, 

Sheepshead and drum, and old-wives dainty, 

Yo, ho, my hearts ! let 's seek the deep, 

Ply every oar, and cheerly wish her, 

Still as the bending net we sweep, 

^ God bless the fish-hawk and the fisher 1 ’ 

She rears her young on yonder tree, 

She leaves her faithful mate to mind ’em, 

Like us, for fish, she sails to sea, 

And, plunging, shows us where to find ’em. 

Yo, ho, my hearts I let ’s seek the deep. 

Ply every oar, and cheerly wish her, 

While the slow bending net we sweep, 

^God bless the fish-hawk and the fisher ! ' 
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We must once more turn our attention to the Continent, in 
order to acquire a notion of the enormous impulse given 
to natural history, and* the vast improvements effected in 
scientific zoology by the genius of the illustrious Cuvier. 
Georges Cuvier was born on the 23d of August 1769, at 
Montbdiard, in the department of Doubs, then belonging 
to Wiirtemberg. His father was a retired military man, 
and was descended from a Protestant family, which had 
been forced to emigrate from the Jura by the persecutions 
directed against the Huguenots. Georges Cuvier was a 
delicate and studious child, and early showed a marked 
predilection for natural history. When fourteen years old, 
he was placed at the academy of Stuttgart — ^the school of 
Schiller and of other well-known men — and after a brilliant 
career as a student, he entered the world to seek for his 
living, at the age of eighteen. A short space of time sub- 
sequent to his leaving the academy of Stuttgart was spent 
as ^ sous-lieutenant ’ in the Swiss regiment of Ch&teauyieux; 
but this corps being disbanded, and his family being unable, 
to give him any pecuniary assistance, he accepted the posi- 
tion of tutor in the fapiily of the Comte d’H^ricy, who 
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resided near Caen in Normandy. Here was spent a further 
period of nearly seven years — from 1788 to the end of 
1794 — ^in which Cuvier peacefully discharged his tutorial 
duties, and occupied his leisure time with studying such 
animals, and particularly such of the lower forms of life, 
as were accessible to him in his country-retreat. It was 
in this haven of refuge that^Cuvier weathered the stormy 
period of the ‘ Reign of Terror,* and it was here that he 
met the friend who subsequently introduced him to the 
scientific world of Paris. 

Being one night at a meeting of a local agricultural 
society of which he was secretary, Cuvier was struck 
with the extraordinary mastery of the subject under 
debate that evening shown by one of the members of 
the society. So remarkable was this mastery, that Cuvier 
at once concluded that the speaker must be the author 
of the article ^ Agriculture * in the ^ Encyclopddie Metho- 
dique/ and at the end of the speech saluted him as such. 
Cuvier was right in his conjecture, and the Abbd Tessier, 
the writer in question, was at first greatly terrified at 
the discovery of his personality, for he had been shelter- 
ing himself at Fecamp from the fury of the Revolution. 
Cuvier, however, assuaged his fears, and they became fast 
allies, one result of their friendship being that Tessier 
wrote strongly to his friends in Paris, recommending Cuvier 
for some scientific post. In this way Cuvier was intro- 
duce to the notice of the well-known naturalists, Lacdpbde 
and'Geofiroy St Hilaire, who strongly urged him to come 
to fans, an invitation which he accepted in the year 
1795^ SMfertly after his arrival in the metropolis, he was 
^PP#^ted professor of natural history in the Central 
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School of the Pantheon, and in the same year he was 
elected assistant to Mertrud, the aged incumbent of the^ 
new chair of comparative anatomy at the Mus^e d’Histoire 
Naturelle. 

Cuvier was now fairly launched upon that course of 
incessant scientific activity which only terminated with 
his life. In the year of his ^ival at Paris (1795) he *^ot 
only opened his first course of lectures at the Jardin des 
Plantes, but he published a number of researches on 
various departments of natural history, such as the 
structure of the lower larynx in birds, the anatomy of 
the Roman Snail {Helix pomatia)^ the circulation of the 
Invertebrata, the structure and classification of the 
Mollusca (always a favourite study), and the classification 
of the Invertebrata generally. In the course of the next 
year Cuvier was elected a member of the newly-founded 
National Institute, and was associated with Lac^p^de and 
Daubenton as the nucleus of the section ‘ Zoology.’ His 
scientific activity suffered no abatement, and in this year 
he published a further series of memoirs, of which three 
are particularly interesting, as showing the first beginnings 
of his palseontological labours. One of the papers in 
question dealt with the skeleton of one of the huge 
extinct American ground-sloths, the Megalonyx, which had 
previously been regarded as a carnivorous animal, but 
which Cuvier showed to be truly a gigantic relative of 
the existing sloths of South America. Another memoir 
treated of the Megatherium, another extinct ground-sloth ; 
and the third was concerned with the skulls of the cave- 
bear, which had been found Jn , the famous cavern of 
Gailenfeuth. 
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In the years 1797 and 1798, Cuvier continued to enrich 
the science of natural history by a long series of memoirs. 
In the former of these years we find him writing upon such 
diverse subjects as the nutritive processes in insects, the 
structure of the Ascidian Molluscs, the anatomy of the 
bivalve shell-fish, the nostrils of the Cetaceans, and the 
characters of the different sjpecies of rhinoceros. In the 
second of these years he was offered the opportunity 
of accompanying the expedition which Napoleon was to 
lead to Egypt, but he declined the offer. In this year he 
not only published his first memoir upon the wonderful 
series of fossil bones which are found in the Tertiary rocks 
(‘Gypseous Series *) of Montmartre, near Paris ; but he also 
gave to the world the first of his separate works — namely, 
the ‘Tableau dementaire de THistoire naturelle des 
Animaux.* This volume contained, in an abbreviated form, 
the course of lectures which he delivered at the ‘ Ecole 
Centrale du Pantheon/ and it may be regarded as the 
first general statement of the classification of the animal 
kingdom which he subsequently elaborated more fully, 
and which, in its main outlines, is still the accepted 
arrangement of animals. 

In the year 1799 Daubenton died, and the chair of 
natural history in the College de France was thus rendered 
vacant; Cuvier being appointed his successor in 1800. In 
the latter year he was also appointed secretary of the 
class of physical and mathematical sciences in^e National 
Institute, an appointment which was made perpetual in 
iSdjj, and which ^he held to the time of his death. In 
thisfyear he published a number of memoirs, dealing for. 
the |no8t part vnih the bones of extinct ammals. In this 
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year also appeared the first two volumes of his * Lemons 
d’Anatomie compar^e/ which at once took place as 
standard treatise on the subject with which it dealt. In 
the first two volumes of this work Cuvier was assisted by 
Dumeril, and in the three later ones by Duvernoy. 

In i8oi his principal contributions to science were a 
memoir on a new species of fossil crocodile, and a second 
treating of the teeth of fishes. In 1802, Cuvier was 
appointed commissary of the Institute to accompany the 
inspectors-general of public instruction, in which capacity 
he spent some time in the south of France, superintending 
the foundation of the colleges of Marseilles and Bordeaux. 
This office he resigned in 1803, in which year he married 
the widow of M. Duvaucel, a contractor for the public 
taxes, by whom he had four children, all of whom pre- 
deceased him. The next few years of Cuvier’s life are 
noticeable only for their extraordinary fruitfulness in 
scientific work, each year producing a harvest of valuable 
memoirs or extensive scientific treatises, which will be 
noticed immediately. In 1808, he was placed by 
Napoleon on the council of the Imperial University, in 
which capacity he on three occasions (1809, 1811, and 
1813) presided over commissions charged with the duty 
of reporting upon the higher educational establishments 
those provinces beyond the Alps and the Rhine which 
had been annexed to France, with the view of afi&liating 
these to th$ central university of Paris. In his official 
capacity of perpetual seaetaiy to the Institute, he was 
further called upon to write the Ucges historique$ on 
deceased, tnembers of the Institute. It was in the same 
capacity that he wa^ intrusted with the task of drawing 



CtJVIEB. 


I4I 

t 

up annual reports on the progress of the natural and 
^ physical sciences ; and it was as perpetual secretary that 
he prepared his famous ‘ Rapport historique sur le Progrfes 
des Sciences physiques depuis 1789/ which was published 
in 1810. ^ 

The last twenty years of Cuvier’s life were spent under 
a burden of intellectual labour such as few men could 
have borne. Not only was his activity as a teacher and as 
an investigator unabated, but he had now various high 
administrative posts placed in his hands, the duties of 
which were both numerous and heavy. He was now, 
by universal consent, the first of living naturalists, and 
the scientific honours which were conferred on him are 
too numerous to mention. He also now became a high 
state official. Before the fall of Napoleon (1814), he was 
admitted to the council of state; and Louis XVIIL 
confirmed him in this office on being restored to the 
throne of France. In the game year he was elected 
Chancellor of the University of Paris, and later, he 
was appointed Grand Master of the Faculties of Protestant 
Theology, he being himself a Lutheran. In 1819 he 
was appoihted President of the Comitd de ITnterieur. In 
1824, was made Grand Officer of the Legion d’Hon- 
neur; and in the beginning of 1832 he was raised by 
Loulg Philippe to the rank of peer of France, and subsj|^ 
queifly nominated President of the entire Council of 
State. On the 8th of May he lectured, as if proved for 
the l^t tyne, at the College of France, but he was there* 
afte|kttacked by an illness, which commenced in paralysis 
of throat, and ultiraaiely affected the respiratory organs. 
ReE|edi$l measures proved of no avail, and on the 13th of 
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May Cuvier expired, apparently without pain, and retaining 
his faculties almost to the last breath. 

Cuvier’s scientific activity between 1802 and 1832 was 
something extraordinary, especially when his numerous 
administrative and educational duties are taken into 
account. Nothing but the briefest possible sketch of 
his published scientific work during the thirty years in 
question can be attempted here. Let us first deal with 
his work as a specialist in zoology. Subsequent to 1802, 
Cuvier may be considered as having more especially 
devoted himself* ‘to three lines of inquiry, one dealing 
with the structure and classification of the Mollusca; a 
second treating of the 'comparative anatomy and systematic 
arrangement of the fishes; and the third concerned with 
fossil Mammals and reptiles primarily, and secondarily with 
the osteology of living forms belonging to the same 
groups. As regards the first of these fields of investiga- 
tion, Cuvier published a long series of papers on the 
Mollusca, which began as early as 1792, and dealt with 
almost all the groups now admitted into this sub-kingdom, 
with the exception of the Polyzoa. Most of these memoirs 
were published in the “ Annales du Museum,” between 1802 
and 1815, and they were subsequently collected into 
the well-known and invaluable “ M^moires pour servir k 
FHistoire et k TAnatomie des Mollusques,” published in 
one volume at Paris in 1817. In the department of fishes, 
Cuvier’s researches, begun in 1801, finally culminated in 
the publication of the Histoire Naturelle des Poissons.” 
This magnificent work contained descriptions of five 

of work from 1802 to 18x7 is taken from an 

Mela by tkopris^ in .tfao edition of Um ^Rncycloi^ia Britannica.* 
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thousand species of fishes, and was the joint production 
of Cuvier and Valenciennes, its publication (so far as the 
former was concerned) extending over the years 1828-31. 
Palaeontology was always a favourite study with Cuvier, 
and the depai*tment of it dealing with the Mammalia may 
be said to have been essentially created and established by 
him. In this region of investigation he published a long 
list of memoirs, partly relating to the bones of extinct 
animals, and partly detailing the results of observations on 
the skeletons of living animals specially examined with a 
view of throwing light upon the structure and affinities of 
the fossil forms. In the second category must be placed 
a number of papers relating to the osteology of the 
Rhinoceros indicus^ the tapir, the Hyrax capensis, the 
hippopotamus, the sloths, the manatee, &c. In the 
former category must be classed an even greater number 
of memoirs, dealing with the extinct Mammals of the 
Eocene beds of Montmartre, the fossil species of hippo- 
potamus, the Didelphys gypsorum, the Megalonyx, the 
Megatherium, the cave-hyaena, the extinct species of rhin- 
oceros, the cave-bear, the Mastodon, the extinct species 
of elephant, fossil species of manatee and seals, fossil 
fornjs of crocodilians, chelonians, fishes, birds, &c. The 
residts of Cuvier’s principal palaeontological and geological 
investigations were ultimately given to the world in the 
form of two separate works. One of these is the 
celebrated- ‘^Recherches sur les Ossemens fossiles,” in 
foui|; volumes quarto, published in Paris in 1812, with 
sub^quent editions in 1821 and 1825 ; and the other is his 
I^scours sur les Revolutions de la surface du Globe,” in 
onel^yolume octavo, published in Paris in 1825.^ This latter 
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work was in reality a second edition, in an enlarged form, 
of the ‘preliminary discourse’ to the first edition of the 
‘ Ossemens fossiles.’ It was translated into English, and in 
this form went through several editions. The * Recherches 
sur les Ossemens fossiles ’ is one of the standard works of 
zoologists and paleontologists, and is likely long to remain 
so. The edition most commonly used is the fourth, in 
eight volumes octavo and two quarto volumes of plates, 
published subsequently to Cuvier’s death, and having an 
introduction by Cuvier’s brother Frederick, himself a 
famous naturalist. The plates were not only in many • 
cases drawn by Cuvier himself, who was an admirable 
draughtsman, but many of them were also engraved with 
his own hand. 

Famous as are the works just alluded to, nothing that 
Cuvier published attained a higher reputation, or has been 
more widely. used, than his great systematic treatise, on 
the animal kingdom (‘ Rfegne Animal distribu6 d’aprfes son 
Organisation ’ ). The first edition of this, in four octavo 
volumes, appeared in 1817, but in subsequent editions it 
was much enlarged. ‘In this classical work, Cuvier 
embodied the results of the. whole of his previous 
researches on the structure of living and fossil animals, as 
giving confirmation and fixity to that system of classifica- 
tion of which he was the originator, and the main features 
of which still subsist The whole of this work was his 
own, with the exception of the Insects, in which he was 
assisted by his friend Latreille.’ 

' In tal^g . a general view of the advances which Cuvier 
effe^e^ science^ the main results which he 

accdnij^lh^ three heads. In tiie 
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first place, with regard to systematic zoology, and especially 
to classification, it is necessary, to begin with, to call to 
*mind the condition in which the classification of the animal 
kingdom had been left by Linn^aeus, and in which, with 
unimportant changes, it had remained ever since. Linnaeus 
divided the animal kingdom into the two primary divisions 
of the ‘ Animals with red blood,* and ^ Animals with white 
blood,* these divisions corresponding with what Lamarck 
named the * Vertebrate Animals* and the ‘Invertebrate 
Animals.* The first of these primary divisions was further 
split up into the four classes of the Mammalia (quadrupeds) 
birds, reptiles, and fishes; while the second division was 
separated into the twcT classes of the Insects and the 
Worms (Vermes). Even among the Vertebrate animals, 
there were features in the Linnean classification of the most 


unnatural chara-cter. Thus, the Cetaceans (whales and 
dolphins) found themselves- with the fishes ; while certain 
of the latter (for example, the sharks) were placed among 
the reptiles. Amongst the Invertebrate animals, on the 
other, hand, the confusion which reigned was much more 
exterisive. The only definite ‘ class * of Invertebrates which 
‘Linnfieus clearly recognised was that of the insects; but 
he iiiiduded under this name not only the animals pro- 
perl]y known as ‘insects,’ but also the Crustaceans, the 
Spid^, the Centipedes, and the Ringed Worms. Thus the 
Lihn^n ‘Insecta* corresponded, in a general way, with 
that l^eat division of animals now known by the namejof 
Anniitose Animals. On the other hand, all the other 


_ ‘S'-’' 

Inyembrate animals were placed by Linnseus in a second 
* cl#s^- whidi he tenned Vermt^ The Vermes of lin- 


instituted, hotrever, an itirely miscellaneons 
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assemblage of animals, bound together by no recognisable 
bond, and comprising groups having no red affinity with 
each other. . 

The Invertebrate animals had early been a favourite 
study with Cuvier, and he soon recognised the unnatural 
collocation of the groups composing the Linnean Vermes. 
As early as 1795, therefore, he came to the conclusion that 
the Invertebrate animals could be divided into six * classes’ 
-r-namely, the Mollusca, the Crustacea, the Worms, the 
Insects, the Echinoderms, and the Zoophytes. Further 
researches convinced him of two other points — ^namely, that 
certain of these groups were of a rank higher than that 
assigned to ^ classes,’ *and secondly, that certain of them 
were so closely related together as to be properly refer- 
able to a single division. Ultimately, therefore, Cuvier 
divided the entire series of the Invertebrate animals into 
three great ‘ embranchements,’ or, as we should now say, 
‘sub-kingdoms,’ to which he gave the names of the 
Mollusca, the Articulata, and the Radiata. In the. sub- 
kingdom of the Mollusca he placed the animals which we 
now know as ‘ Molluscs,’ the barnacles and acom-shells 
(Cirripedes) being, however, erroneously included among 
the true shellfish. The Articulata of Cuvier comprised 
the Ringed Worms (Annelides), the Crustacea (lobster, 
crab, &C.), the spiders and scorpions (Arachnida), and 
the trtfe. insects (Insecta). Lastly, in the division of the 
Radiata, or ‘ Radiated Animals,’ Cuvier included five large 
groups — namely (i) The EcAinoderms (sea-urchins and 
star-fishes); (a) The Intestinal or Parasitic Worms; (3) 
Tiie Jelly-fishes (Ac^eph^); (4) The Corals and allied 
animals (Pofypi);^^^ Tlte Infusoria, comprising 
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certain microscopic animals. The Vertebrate animals 
were, finally, raised by Cuvier from the rank of a ‘ class * 

' to that of a fourth ‘ embranchement,* equivalent in zoo- 
logical value to the three primary divisions of the 
Invertebrate animals. 

There can be no question as to the enormous advance 
presented by the Cuvierian classification of animals, as 
above sketched out, upon the system established by 
Linnaeus. This advance is seen not only in the greater 
naturalness of the groups adopted by Cuvier, but also 
in the fact that his divisions were based upon sounder 
and more philosophical principles. So far as concerns 
the actual groups established by Cuvier, naturalists at 
present unanimously accept the three great divisions, or 
sub-kingdoms, of the Vertebratay the MoZ/usca, and the 
ArticukUa; though certain minor changes have been 
effected in all of these. Thus, the frogs and newts 
(Amphibia) are now separated from the reptiles proper, 
with which they were associated by Cuvier, and are regarded 
as a separate ‘ class ^ of Vertebrate animals. Again, the 
barnacles and acom-shells (Cirripedes) are now known 
not to belong to the Molluscs, but to be properly refer- 
able to the Crustaceans, and to be therefore ‘Articulate 
animals.* Lastly, the Articulata of Cuvier constitute the 
‘Annulose animals’ of modem zoologists; and it is usual 
to associate with these the group of parasitic worms, 
which Cuvier had placed in his lowest ‘embranchement’ 
of th^ animal kingdom. 

On the other hand, the Radiata of Cuvier stand to 
the Cuvierian classification in the same relation that 
the iTermes did to the Linnean system. Jn each 
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case^ the great systematist, finding himself confronted 
with a large series of the lower animals with which ^ 
his acquaintance, as that of all naturalists of the day, 
was comparatively imperfect, grouped these together 
into a single great division, which was necessarily ill 
defined and imperfectly characterised. To Cuvier is 
due the recognition of the Articulate Animals as a great 
primary division, and also the separation of the whole 
series of the Molluscs from the Linnean Vermes, and 
their establishment as a second great primary division 
of Invertebrates. It was left to later naturalists to show 
that the Cuvierian Radiata was really a miscellaneous 
and artificial group ; ‘^and that it could be split up into 
three great divisions, which may be regarded as equivalent 
to 'sub-kingdoms* — namely, (i) the Echinoderms (sea- 
urchins and star-fishes); (2) the Coelenterate animals 
(corals, sea-anemones, jelly-fishes, and zoophytes generally; 
and (3) the Protozoa (Infusorian animalcules, &c.). 

Not only was the grouping of the animal kingdom 
adopted by Cuvier much more in accordance with the 
true relationships of animals than that of Linnaeus, but 
the principles upon which this grouping was based 
were also much more philosophical. Linnaeus, as has 
been seen, in framing his classification, was principally 
anxious to supply naturalists with a kind of index to 
the animal kingdom, so constructed that it might be 
easy to determine the place in his system of any given 
animal. He therefore based his arrangement ujpon 
the presence or absence of certain easily recognisable, 
for die most part externally visible, characters. Such 
external arbitrary cbar^er% chosen prmci|ia}ly 
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because they are easy to recognise, tend, however, as 
pointed out before, ‘ to the association of very differently 
organised species, and as often separate into very remote 
groups of an artificial system two animals which may 
have very similar anatomical structures.’ ♦ 

Cuvier, on the other hand, recognised that the basis of a 
^natural ’ classification could only be found in the anatomy 
of the animals to be classified. He saw that it was neces- 
sary to compare animals with one another, not merely as to 
the possession of some one particular character — possibly 
a character in itself of little real importance — ^but as 
regards their whole organisation. In this way, by the 
comparison of each animal in all the points of its structure 
with every other animal, it was possible to show that 
certaun forms agreed with others as to the ‘plan’ of their 
organisation. In other words, Cuvier established the 
fact that certain groups of animals could be shown to 
be built upon the same general plan^ irrespective of any 
modifications which such a plan might undergo ; whereas 
other groups of animals were built upon a different 
fundamental plan. Moreover, Cuvier showed that in 
comparing animals with one another it was necessary to 
conader only the really essential underlying facts of struc- 
ture,' and that aU such structural features as were merely 
dependent upon adaptation to some particular mode of 
life should be disregarded. Thus, Linnseus had grouped 
the Shales and dolphins (Cetacea) with the fishes, the 
groupd of this arrangement being that both the whales 
and;1^e fishes live in a watery medium, and are there** 

* Ow«m ‘I«ctur«9oalaYertebnM» Animal^* ^9* 
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fore similar to one another in the general form of the 
body and in certain other external features. 

On the other hand, Cuvier showed that, as regards their 
whole organisation, and more especially as regards their 
anatomical structure, the whales and dolphins are related, 
not to the fishes, but to the ordinary quadrupeds, and 
that* therefore they should be regarded as a group of 
Mammals specially modified for an aquatic life. Acting 
upon this principle, We may say with Owen that 
‘the characters of the classes of animals have been 
rendered by the immortal Cuvier, the highest expression 
of the facts ascertained in the animal organisation.’ It 
is not meant by this; of course, to assert that Cuvier’s 
classification was by any means perfect, for we have 
seen that it was not ; nor that he was always correct in 
his views as to the facts concerning the anatomy of 
animals; nor even that he always applied his own 
principles strictly. An absolutely perfect classification 
will only be possible when we are acquainted widi all 
the facts as to the organisation of every animal — ^in 
other words, it will never be possible. All that can be 
asked of a classification is, that it should be the formal 
expression of the known facts of comparative anatomy 
at the time when it was . drawn up. Cuvier recognised 
the true principles of aU philosophical classification, and 
being admittedly the first comparative anatomist of his 
day, he was able to construct a classification of the 
animd kingdom which was an immense advance upon 
anything that had preceded it, and the main outline 
which stOl endure* Since Cuviet’s time, however, 
comi^tive strides, and 



CUVIER, 


it is therefore no disparagement to Cuvier’s pre-eminent 
merits, to say that naturalists are at present able to 
construct a system of classihcation which in many respects 
is greatly in advance of the arrangement proposed by the 
great French zoologist Moreover, there is one depart- 
ment of zoology which in Cuvier’s time was almost non- 
existent, and which has the most important bearings upon 
the classification of animals — ^namely, the department 
of Embryology. It is now possible to supplement the 
knowledge gained from an anatomical examination of 
the bodies of adult animals by an investigation into the 
various changes, anatomical and physiological, which 
precede the attainment of the adult condition. The 
true relationships of animals thus become much more 
clearly recognisable than they can be when we have to 
compare together only the much modified and specialised 
structures of the fully-developed organisms. 

Apart altogether from the merits of his system, or from 
his recognition of the principle that comparative anatomy 
is the true basis of scientific classification, Cuvier’s con- 
tributions to morphology are of the most extensive kind. 
kis^Legons d’Anatomie compar^e’ was the first systematic 
treatise upon the science of comparative anatomy; for 
John Hunter had not been able to publish any complete 
woiIl on this subject. In certain special departments, 
Cuyier’s anatomical researches form the basis of eveiy- 
thh^ which has been since accomplished. We may 
. inst^ce more particularly his contributions to the 
coniparative anatomy of the Molluscs^ the osteology of the 
Mammalia, and the ^hes. As r^ards the last of these 
grc^s^ Dr Gfinther, the mpst eminent of livmg 
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ichthyologists, has remarked that ‘the investigation of 
thw anatomy, and especially of their skeleton, was taken 
up Cuvier at an early period, and continued till he had 
succeeded in completing so perfect a framework of the 
system of the whole class, that his immediate successors 
could content themselves with filling up those details for 
which their master had no leisure. 

Lastly, Cuvier effected the most important advances as 
regards the natural history of former periods of the 
development of the earth. Indeed, it is not too much 
to say that Cuvier may fairly claim to have been the chief 
founder of the modern science of ‘Palaeontology;’ a 
science which has enormously expanded during the last 
fifty years, and which, when fully mature, will obtain the 
recognition to which it is justly entitled, of being from all 
points of view one of the most important branches of 
scientific zoology. It is true that palaeontology is often 
spoken of— in some cases even by scientific writers — ^as 
a branch of geology. It has even been termed ‘ the hand- 
maid of geology.’ A more erroneous conception of the 
entire aim and scope of palaeontology could not well be 
formed; and it is one which will certainly not be accepted 
by any one who is himself a palaeontologist in the proper 
of the term. It may be freely admitted that mamy 
of the earlier palaeontologists dealt with fossils to a large 
from the geological point of view, rather than in 
tteir zoological aspect It is also true that some so-called 
|Mii»oab>logist8 have been Uttle mme Uian ‘collectors,’ 
and have had no real graaip bf the sdmxtific side of 
paleontology- This ist hoirevty,, equaUy true of zoology 
in days; even now, ‘oi^ectors’ are by no 
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means extm^^or are their labours by any means to be 
Recent zoology, also, has as one of its 
‘d^artments the ‘ Geographical Distribution of Animals 
but no one for this reason would think of asserting that 
zoology was only a branch of geography. The sole 
relations between the subjects of geology and palaeon- 
tology arise from the fact that fossils occur in rocks. 
Geology is to pailaeontology almost precisely what 
geography is to zoology. In its essence, however, 
palaeontology is concerned entirely with the stud^ of 
the remains of animals and plants; and in its two 
divisions of palaeozoology and palaeobotany, it is a 
branch of zoology on the one hand, or of botany on the 
other hand. The very use of the separate term ‘palae- 
ontology ’ is a misfortune and a cause of error. The truth 
is, that adl that part of palaeontology which is concerned 
with animals is a branch of zoology ; and just as a man 
cannot be a good palaeontologist unless he is first a good 
zool<^t, so it may be safely stated that a man cannot 
be a good zoologbt, unless he has at least a good general 
knowledge of palaeontology. 

Cuvier’s palaeontological researches were mostly carried 
out ih connection with the numerous remains of animals, 
chie^ Vertebrates, which had been met with in the strata 
of the neighbourhood of Paris. With his usual love of 
thorodghness in all he did, Cuvier undertook, in conjunc- 
tion iirith Alexander Brongniart, an investigation into the 
aiTan|ement of the Tertiary strata round Paris, in which 
thesef fossil remains abounded, and the results of this 
inVe^^ation were published m 1808, in tiie fiunous joint 
mem#', enti^ ^Elssai sur la Gdographie mm#du£^que 
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des Environs de Paris.* This work may be looked upon 
as the most important contribution which had been made 
up to that time to the study of the Tertiary series of rocks. 
It was principally, however, by the study of the organic 
remains contained in these strata that Cuvier has made 
himself famous. 

Long controversies had been carried out among the 
earlier naturalists as to whether ‘fossils* were really the 
remains of animals at all — ^many holding that they were 
merely peculiar mineral structures, formed by a kind 
of ‘plastic virtue* in the earth itself. The notion, how- 
ever, that fossils were merely lust^ naturm had been 
given up before Cuvibr*s time by most of the leaders of 
science ; though it was still generally held that fossils were 
the remains of the animals and plants now in existence 
upon the globe. It had, of course, often been pointed 
out— as early as the time of Hooke and Ray, in fact — 
that many fossil shells were quite unlike any similar shells 
now existing \ but it had been common to meet this by 
the argument that our knowledge of living animals was 
still veiy imperfect, and that very probably further 
investigations would show that the fossil forms which 
were supposed to be extinct, were really still livmg in 
. some hitherto unexplored region. This last argument 
was, however, rendered quite untenable by the discovery 
of the remains of numerous unknown quadrupeds, often 
of large size, in the Tertiary beds round Paris ; since, even 
in the b^inning of this century, it was certain that no 
noteworthy discovery of large living Mammals was likely 
to be made in any of the 4e$s known portions of the 
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Cuvier, however, went further than this. He showed, 
by a close comparative examination of the fossil bones 
of these Mammals with the bones of their nearest living 
allies, with which they had previously been confounded, 
that such differences existed between them as to render 
it certain that the fossil' forms belonged to ^extinct* 
species. The one grand point in which Cuvier’s 
views fell short of those of modern palaeontology, was 
that he failed to recognise any direct connection, by 
modification or descent, between the extinct species of 
animals and those now alive. On the contrary, Cuvier, 
like all the geologists of his time, was a ‘catastrophist.’ 
In other words, he believed that the present period was 
separated from preceding periods — ^as these were supposed 
to be separated from each other — ^by sharp lines of demar- 
cation, due to great ^ catastrophes ’ or natural convulsions, 
by which the animals and plants of each period were 
destroyed, a new series of organic forms coming into 
existence at the commencement of each fresh period. 

On. the question, also, of the nature and origin of 
* species,’ Cuvier was entirely in agreement with most of 
the naturalists of his day, being a firm believer in their 
fixity and immutability. His great predecessor and con- 
temporary, Lamarck, whose views will be more fully 
discussed hereafter, hsuj attacked this complex problem 
from its zoological side ; and had arrived at the conclu- 
sioi| that the existing species of animals and plants had 
beefa produced by the modification of pre-existing species. 
In ^is condttsion, however, Lamarck had run counter to 
the ^ most cherished betie& of zoologists generally; and 
thei^ejadices which he had to confront were not lessoied 
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by the fantastic theories which had been put forward upon 
this subject by some of his own countrymen. 

Thus, Benedict de Maillet, who wrote theoretically, and 
without any special knowledge of zoological science, had 
published a curious work entitled ^ Tellia^ied,* or a 
Discourse between an Indian Philosopher and a French 
Missionary on the Diminution of the Sea,' of which an 
English translation was published in 1749. The funda- 
mental proposition of this work was that the sea had at one 
time covered the whole of the dry land, and that therefore 
all the primitive forms of animal life must have been 
marine and aquatic in their habits. Hence, he supposed 
that ,the inhabitants of this hypothetical universal ocean 
had become changed into new forms, when the sea had 
retired, and the land had come into existence. In this 
way, all our present diversified forms of animal life had 
been produced, some of those animals which lived near 
the surface of the sea (such as Flying-fishes) becoming 
develoj^ed into birds ; while some of those which lived at 
the bottom of the sea became converted into the terrestrial 
quadrupeds. 

Again, Robinet, another theorist, had likewise published, 
in 1768, a work entitled ‘Considerations philosophiques 
sur la Gradation naturelle des Formes de I’^tre,' in which 
he endeavoured to establish the proposition that the lower 
animals were merely the unsuccessful attempts which 
Nature had made in the production of Man. 

In his views as to the fixity of spedes, Cuvier^ on the 
other handi was stricUy orthodox. He recognised the 
existence of numemus vark^t ospedisdly ^ong the 
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domesticated animals; but he regarded the peculiarities 
of these as purely superficial. He believed that these 
varietal differences were the result solely of differences in 
the external conditions to which different individuals of 
the same species were exposed. He regarded these 
differences, therefore, as evanescent, and he would 
certainly have rejected entirely the idea that Varieties* 
are * incipient species.' 

In dealing with the views which had been put forth by 
Lamarck, it seemed to Cuvier a sufficient argument that 
we find in the Catacombs of Egypt the mummies of cats, 
dogs, monkeys, and other animals, in a state of excellent 
preservation ; and that we can therefore be certain 
that these particular species have remained essentially 
unchanged during the long period, from a human point of 
view, which separates the formation of the Catacombs 
from the present day. This argument, however, was 
sufficiently met by Lamarck himself. Lamarck saw no 
difficulty in accepting the fact that the species of animals 
preserved in the Egyptian catacombs are in all essential 
respects precisely similar to forms now in existence. On 
the contrary, *it would assuredly be singular,' says he, *if 
this was otherwise; since the position and climate of 
Egypt remain at the present day almost precisely what 
thejl' were in the epoch of the catacombs.^ Hence the 
aniibals which now live in Egypt find themselves under 
exa^y the same conditions as they were then, and have 
the^fore retained the habitudes which they at that time 
posi^ssed. Besides, he adds, there is nothing in the 
pl^sfrvation in question to prove that these animals have 
from the beginning in their present form. It 
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merely means that they have remained unchanged for the 
last two or three thousand years ; but every one who has 
been in the position to appreciate the antiquity of Nature, 
will readily give the proper value to such a period, as 
compared with the age of the world. 

Apart from his views as to ^species,’ it is to Cuvier that 
we owe the establishment of a really scientific basis to 
palaeontology. Cuvier showed that the only method by 
which the remains of fossil animals could be scientifically 
investigated, was by comparing them morphologically with 
the known living forms. In other words, he applied to 
palaeontology those principles of comparative anatomy 
which he had used with^such brilliant results in his purely 
zoological investigations. There is, however, an obvious 
difficulty in the way of the application of the laws of 
comparative anatomy to fossils in the same way as they 
can be applied to animals now in existence. In the case 
of the latter, we have the entire organism before us ; we 
have not only its skeleton, but also its muscles, nerves, 
blood-vessels, and internal organs generally. Moreover, 
in systematic zoology, it is from the soft parts, rather than 
from the skeleton, that we in many cases draw our most 
weighty conclusions. In fossil animals on the other hand, 
with very few exceptions, only the hard parts are preserved 
for our inspection and examination. If we are to draw 
any conclusions at all as to the relationships and 
systematic position of extinct animals, we must do so 
from the characters and structure of the skeleton alone. 
Besides, in the case of a great many fossil animals, it is 
not usual that even the endre skeleton is preserved. In 
the case of all Jhie at any rate, the 
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paleontologist is usually called upon to frame his con- 
clusions on a fragmentaiy specimen. He may have only 
. a single bone or tooth ; or he may have a number of 
detached bones. Only rarely does he find a complete 
skeleton, or meet with the bones still in their proper 
places and connections. 

This inherent difficulty in all palaeontological investiga- 
tion was solved by the establishment by Cuvier of the 
famous law of ‘ the correlation of organs.* Cuvier showed 
that certain organs or structures in animals are only 
found in association with one another; so that if one 
of these correlated organs be found to be present, then we 
may be sure that the others will also be there. In some 
cases, this correlation or association of particular organs is 
based upon an obvious physiological connection. Thus, 
thin-walled hollow bones are associated with a peculiar 
form of lung, in which the greater air-passages (bronchi) 
do not end within the lung itself, but become connected at 
the surface of the lung with membranous receptacles or 
air-sacs distributed in different parts of the body. Again, 
the peculiar form of toe-bone which is adapted for the 
carrying of a hoof is correlated with such other modifica- 
tions of the bones of the limb as are needed to secure the 
absence of rotation in the bones, and to insure the fitness 
of the leg for its special function of supporting the weight, 
of the body. In very many cases, however, no physio- 
logic explanation can be given as to the association or 
corrCtion of particular organs. Thus, all animals in 
whi^ the skull is jointed to the backbone by a double 
artiimbtion, and in which the two halves of the lower jaw 
are composed each of a single piece, have at the same 
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time the glands by which they are enabled to suckle their 
young. All animals possessing these two structures also 
possess (or may possess) the special integumentary 
appendages known as hairs. Similarly, all those animals 
which have the stomach adapted for chewing the cud, or 
ruminating, have as a correlation with this, no more than 
two functionally useful toes, the third and fourth toes. 
All such animals, moreover, have an incomplete develop- 
ment of the incisor teeth in the upper jaw. They are also 
the only living quadrupeds which have horns developed 
upon the frontal bones. 

The few examples given above may suffice to illustrate 
the general nature of the ‘ law of the correlation of organs.’ 
Stated in its most general form, this law asserts that all 
the parts of the organism stand in some relation to each 
other, the form and characters of each being in direct 
connection with the form and character of all the rest. 
The 'nature of this connection is in many eases hidden 
from us ; but it is certain that if, by an arbitrary exercise 
of will, we could suddenly change the form of any one 
organ in any given animal, we should find ourselves cojn- 
pelled to make changes in all the other organs of the same 
animal In many cases, perhaps, the changes necessitated 
by the modification of some particular organ might be 
sl^ht ; in most cases we should be unable to see why any 
dianges should be needed at, all, beyond the one with 
which we had started ; in all qases the fact would remain, 
that ^e living organism is an aggregate of parts so put 
togeth^er fhat any modification, of any one part necessitates 
a tpodifiqation of all the ,1^ u . 

The aj^lM is easy to 
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understand It is found from the study of living animals, 
where all the parts of the organism can be investigated as 
a whole, that certain organs or structures are found associ- 
ated with one another, or, at any rate, are never found 
apart In the case of fossil animals, we never have more 
than certain parts of the organism preserved. We never, 
save in such exceptional instances as the preservation of 
the bodies of animals in the frozen soil of Siberia, have the 
opportunity of examining the whole organism. By the 
help, however, of the law of ‘ the correlation of organs,^ we 
can ‘reconstruct' the animal from its fragments. If we 
find certain structures preserved in the fossil, we can infer 
' that certain other correlated parts must have been present. 
Thus, from a single molar tooth it may be possible to 
infer the form of the jaw, the structure of the limbs, and, 
in fact, the general features of the organisation. Those 
who wish to learn with what precision and certainty an 
extinct animal may iii this way be ‘ reconstructed ' from 
its fragmentary remains, can easily satisfy their curiosity 
by reference to the pages of the ‘ Ossemens fossiles ’ of 
Cuvier, or to the works of his illustrious disciple, Sir 
Richard Owen. 

It should be pointed out, however, as indeed was 
recognised by both Cuvier and Owen, that the law of 
correlation of organs can only be applied in practice with 
certain reservations, of which the following are the most 
imj^rtant ; In the first place, the law is a purely empirical 
on^ and is based wholly upon the results of observation 
an(| experience. Having, therefore, no rational basis, it 
is llways liable to be overthrown in particular instances 
by ^ore extensive observation, though its validity as a 

6 / % 
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general law remains unafifected. Thus, so far as our 
present knowledge goes, milk-glands are never found 
except in association with a double joint between the 
skull and the backbone, and a simple structure of the 
lower jaw. But it is quite possible that we might some 
day find mammary glands in association with a differently 
constructed jaw, or with a single occipital articulation, 
however unlikely this may seem at present. Even living 
animals are constantly demonstrating to us the danger of 
these empirical generalisations. Thus, until recently, it 
might have been safely asserted that all Vertebrate animals 
with a bony skeleton, which produced their young as eggs, 
had also a lower jaw ifi which each half was composed of 
more than one piece. We know now, however, by recent 
investigations that the duck-mole and spiny ant-eater, both 
of which have the lower jaw simple, are ovipa,rous animals. 

* Extinct animals still more forcibly exemplify the necessity 
for caution in reasoning from the presence of one structure 
that another correlated structure was present. Thus, nintil 
a few years ago, it would have been unhesitatingly admitted 
that the possession of a covering of feathers was correlated 
with the possession of a homy covering to the tnargins of 
the jaws, and therefore with the absence of teeth. It 
would also have been admitted that feathers were corre- 
lated with saddle-shaped faces to the bodies of the verte- 
brae of the neck. Through the researches, of Professor 
Marsh, we are, however, now acquainted with extinct 
birds which must, as birds, have possessed feathers, but 
in which the jaws were furnished with teeth in sockets 
(the Odontamithes). The same distinguish^ observer has 
alsp brought to light an extinct bird {MlAypmis)^ in 
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I. Lower jaw of Wombat, showing the * inflected ' angle of the jaw. 
a. Pelvis of a Kangaroo, showing the * marsupial bones ’ {m), 

which not only were teeth present, but the faces of the 
neck-vertebrae were cupped, as they are in fishes, instead 
of being saddle-shaped as they are in normal birds. Again, 
in all living animals in which hollow bones filled with air 
are present, the skin is furnished with feathers ; but the 
eVtinct Pterodactyles, or flying reptiles, possessed hollow 
bones, while there is no reason to think that their skin was 
feathered. 

tn the second place, when we have to deal with fossil 
org|tnisms, we may easily assume that a particular structure 
was; absent in an animal, whereas it might have been 
present, and yet might not have been preserved, owing 
to ite only having been present in a condition incapable 
of ^preservation in the fossil condition. Thus Marsupial 
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quadrupeds (kangaroos, opossums, &c.) may be stated, as 
a general rule, to have the lower jaw of a characteristic 
form, the part of the jaw known as the ‘ angle ’ being bent 
inwards or ‘inflected/ Correlated with this peculiar 
structure of the jaw, but having no recognisable connection 
with it, are two little bony splints, which are attached to 
the brim of the pelvis, and which are known as the 
‘marsupial bones.’ No exceptions were known in the 
time of Cuvier to this rule ; hence Cuvier was entitled to 
regard this as a constant correlation. Thus he met with 
a fossil skeleton of a quadruped, like all such fossils, only 
preserved in parts, which showed the lower jaw ; and find- 
ing that the angle of *the jaw was ‘ inflected,’ he came to 
the conclusion that it was a Marsupial. Moreover, from 
the structure of its teeth he inferred that the skeleton 
belonged to one of the opossums, such as now inhabit 
the American continent, and he named it the Didelphys 
gypsorunt. 

As all living Marsupials are found in Australia, 'New 
Guinea, certain of the islands of the Pacific, and in 
North and South America, the alleged discovery of an 
opossum in the Tertiary strata near Paris, naturally excited 
some incredulity in the scientific world. In order to 
dissipate this incredulity, Cuvier invited his scientific 
colleagues to meet him, and proceeded in their presence 
to cut away with a chisel the stone enveloping the bones, 
so as to bring into view the front part of the pelvis, which 
lay deeply buried in the matrix. On accomplishing this, 
he was able to demonstrate at once that the pelvic bones 
carried the ‘ marsupial bones/ which, are so characteristic 
of the opossutna and of Marsupial quadrupeds in general 
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The Fossil Opossum of Montmartre {Didelphys gypsorum), showing the 
‘ marsupial bones ’ attached to the brim of the pelvis {nt). 

It is needless to add that this demonstration of the value 
of the law of the correlation of organs in paleontological 
researches excited the greatest admiration, and was 
regarded as absolutely conclusive. In one important 
point it was indeed conclusive; since no known animal 
outside of the order of the Marsupials is known to haVe 
both an inflected angle to the lower jaw, and also mar- 
supial bones on the brim oTf the pelvis. 

The conclusiveness arose, however, from the fact that 
Cuvier found both these structures together; and we now 
know that the presence of the one would not necessarily 
prove the presence of the other. Cuvier knew this himself 
so far as the presence of ‘marsupial bones* is concerned, 
because he l^ew that these bones occur in the duck-mole 
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and spiny ant-eater, in which the angle of the jaw is never- 
theless not inflected He did not know that he might 
have found the inflected angle of the lower jaw, and that 
he might have been quite right in his conclusion that the 
animal was a Marsupial; and yet, on laying bare the 
pelvis, he might have found no 'marsupial bones.’. It 
is known, namely, that in certain living Marsupials (the 
Thyladnus of Tasmania) the 'marsupial bones’ do not 
become converted into bone, but remain permanently 
in the condition of cartilage. These structures would ' 
therefore be absent in any fossil specimen of such a 

Marsupial, since cartilages are not preserved in the 
% 

fossil state. Hence, it is possible, though not probable, 
that we might some day meet with the skeleton of some 
extinct Marsupial, in which we should find the angle 
of the lower jaw to be inflected, but which would never- 
theless show no traces of 'marsupial bones.’ 

In the third place, in any two correlated organs it is not 
usual that each is correlated with the other, but that one of 
the two is correlated with the other. That is to say, of 
any two correlated organs, A and B, it may be true that 
A is never found without B, but it does not follow that 
B may not occur without A. Thus, the presence of a 
stomach adapted for 'rumination’ is- invariably associated 
with an imperfect development of the incisors of the upper 
jaw, the central upper incisors being always wanting ; but 
it is not the case that an incomplete condition of the 
upper incisors, or the absence of the central ones, is 
necessarily correlated with the habit of chewing the cud. 
The proper way of putting the case is to assert that 
certain structures (A) are never found apart from other 
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structures (B), though the latter may be present without 
the former. When, therefore, we^nd a lower jaw having 
its angle ‘ inflected/ we may, with our present knowledge, 
assert that the animal to which that jaw belonged must 
have possessed ‘ marsupial bones ' or ' marsupial cartilages ' 
upon the brim of the pelvis. If, however, we were to 
find a pelvis with marsupial bones, we should not be 
justified in asserting that the owner of the same must 
have possessed an inflected angle to the lower jaw. On 
tfie contrary, we know that such an assertion would be 
erroneous, since the ‘ marsupial bones * are present in the 
duck-mole and spiny ant-eater, in which the angle of the 
jaw has its usual form. 







RETROGRESSION. 

SWAINSON AND THE CIRCULAR CLASSIFICATION. 

We have now considered the main features of the work 
cflfected by Cuvier in zoology, and we have next to take a 
glance at the retrograde and in all respects singular system 
known as the Circular Classification. The original author 
of this system was William Sharpe Macleay, a well-known 
and able entomologist, and the first complete exposition of 
his system is to be found in a very rare work entitled 
^ Horse Entomologicae,^ published in London in the year 
1819. Though Macleay was the inventor — the term may 
be used advisedly without disparagement of his undoubted 
talents and perfect good faith — of the ‘ Circular System ’ of 
classification, Swainson, the well-known ornithologist, was 
its principal expositor; and it is therefore most suitable 
that we should consider this system in connection with 
the latter rather than the former naturalist In the first 
place, then, let us take a glance at Swainson’s life as tpld 
by himself, ♦ 

William Swainson was bom in October 1789, his father 

*<^€abiikct €yd(^«dia : Biogiaphy of Zoologists/ pp. 33^35s- 
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being an official in the Custom-house. His ancestors had 
been for generations ‘ statesmen V in Westmorland, and 
had lived on their property near Hawkshead; but the 
family estate had gradually passed into other hands. 
Swainson was brought, up by his father with a view of 
entering the Custom-house, and his early education was cut 
short, in consequence of his having an impediment in his 
speech which entirely prevented him from studying lan- 
guages, and also because he does not appear to have had 
‘ the least aptitude for the ordinary acquirements of schools.’ 
Hence, we find him at the age of fourteen as junior clerk 
in a secretary’s office in the Customs, with a salary of 
a year. He had, however, a passion for natural history, a 
rooted dislike of official trammels, and a burning desire to 
travel After he had been about three years a clerk in the 
Customs, his father obtained for him, in 1807, an appoint- 
ment in the commissariat department of the army, and in 
the spring of the same year he was despatched to join the 
Mediterranean army in Sicily. Here he remained several 
years, and as his duties were light, he was able to wander 
all over Sicily, collecting animals and plants, and also to 
visit Greece. Subsequently he was quartered in Italy, 
first in one city, and then in another; but his health 
became impaired, and in 1815 he was sent home on sick 
leav^ 

Sfrainson had now risen to the rank of assistant com- 
mis$suy-general on the staff of the Mediterranean army, 
and S.S he was only twenty-six years old, he might have 
expected much higher promotion had he remained in the 
service. He had, however, never taken kindly, as some 
men never do, to official life. He could not even endure 
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the restraints of English society. ‘I had/ says he, ^to 
join dinner-parties, drink wines which I detested, ride in 
carriages, dance at balls, and do a hundred other things 
for which I had neither health nor inclination,* His old 
passion for foreign travel returned irresistibly upon him. 
He gave up his appointment in the army, and went upon 
half-pay. At first he thought of visiting Cape Colony ; 
but hearing that the traveller Burchell had just returned 
thence with a collection of objects of natural history 
which filled two wagons, he rashly concluded that there 
would be nothing left for him to collect there, and he 
abandoned his intention. It happened however, that at 
this time Mr Koster, who had formerly travelled in Brazil, 
and had published an account of his travels, was about to 
return to that country ; and Swainson forthwith made up 
his mind to accompany him. After some time spent in 
South America, travelling about and making zoological 
collections, Swainson returned to England, and settled 
down to study his collections and describe the results. 
He was shortly thereafter elected a Fellow of the Royal 
Society, though he does not seem to have met otherwise 
with much encouragement With characteristic energy, 
he determined to learn the then newly introduced art of 
lithography, and to see how far this process could be 
utilised in the production of plates of animals suitable for 
colouring. His attempts in this direction proving suc- 
cessful, he issued a series of descriptions and figures of 
new, rare, or remarkable animals, under the title of 
* Zoological Illustrations.* 

Swdnson now setfied in London, where he worked hard 
for two or three years, and foUbwed up his former attempt 
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at authorship, by the publication of some numbers of 
illustrations and descriptions of exotic shells. An attempt 
to obtain an appointment in the zoological department of 
the British Museum was not successful, and Swainson, 
having now married, found it necessary to increase his 
income. He determined, therefore, to become a pro- 
fessional author, and was fortunate enough to form a 
connection with the great publishing house of Longman, 
Orihe, Brown, & Co. The next few years of Swainson*s 
life were occupied in incessant literary and scientific 
activity. The principal works which he gave to the world 
are the ^Cabinet Cyclopaedia of Natural History,* the 
portion of the ‘ Fauna Boreali-Americana * dealing with the 
birds, a second series of the ^ Zoological Illustrations,* and 
three of the ornithological volumes in the ‘Naturalists* 
Library.* 

In 1835, Swainson lost his wife, and he subsequently 
detenhined to emigrate with his family to New Zealand. 
This determination he carried into effect, and with this 
closed his scientific career. He died in New Zealand in. 
the year 1855, 

No doubt can be entertained as to Swainson*s having 
possessed considerable natural abilities. Had he received 
a rigorous and methodical training in early life, he would 
probably have left a much more abiding mark upon 
zoological science, and have occupied a more conspicuous 
pla^ in the long list of British naturalists. As it is, he 
att^ed a high reputation in certain departments, and 
especially in ornithology. It is, however, unnecessary 
here to discuss the value of Swainson*s observations in 
thii last, or in any other of the many branches of natural 



172 NATURAL HISTORY. 

history upon which he wrote so copiously. He is at the 
present day best known, perhaps, in consequence of his 
close connection with the ‘Circular System* of classification, 
with which he had entirely identified himself. This theory 
we may therefore now proceed to discuss very briefly; 
and in so doing, it will be best to consider Swainson’s 
enlarged and amended scheme, rather than the compara- 
tively rough outline of the circular classification given by 
Macleay, the actual author of the system, and the originator 
of the notion of circular affinities. 

In expounding his classification of the animal kingdom, 
Swainson, to begin with, discusses fully what he conceives 
should be the principles upon which a natural arrange- 
ment of animals may be founded. He points out that the 
likenesses which subsist between different animals are not 
only different in degree, but also different in kind; and he 
divides such likenesses into what he terms likenesses of 
‘analogy* and likenesses of ‘affinity.* What he under- 
stands as likenesses of ‘ analogy * are all such likenesses or 
resemblances between different animals as are either what 
may call accidental, or which depend merely^ upon 
similarity of the mode of life. Thus, he instances the like- 
ness between the striped skin of the tiger and that of the 
zebra as an example of analogy. ’ Similarly, the likeness 
between the whales and the fishes, dependent upon the 
purely aquatic life of both, he instances as a likeness of 
analogy. On the other hand, Swainson recognised that 
there exist other likenesses, affecting the whole organisa- 
tion of the animals compared, of more real and funda- 
mental character, and these he termed likenesses of 
‘affinity/ As an example of these, he instances the 
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likenesses between the tiger and the cat> which affect all 
the more important features of the anatomical structure 
of these two animals. 

. Though Swainson recognised in theory the distinction 
between these two kinds of likenesses — now known 
respectively as likenesses of ^ analogy ’ and likenesses of 
‘ homology * — he showed, by his loose application of these 
in practice, that he did not sufficiently recognise the causes 
of the distinction between them. As modern naturalists 
understand this matter, likenesses of ‘ analogy ’ are purely 
physiological or adaptive, and depend merely upon similarity 
of mode of life or external environment. Thus, whales are 
like fishes because both have certain structural modifica- 
tions, as regards the form of the body and shape of the 
limbs, which adapt them for a life in a watery medium. 
Similarly, there is a certain resemblance between bats and 
birds, due to the fact that both are adapted for flight in 
the air. These physiological or analogical likenesses, 
however, are quite independent of real relationships, and 
they are therefore of no value for classificatory purposes. 
On the other hand, there are likenesses between animals 
which are morphological^ and which are quite independent 
of the kind qf life which the animal may lead, or the 
nature of its surroundings. These 'homologicar like- 
nesses are dependent upon identity of structure and funda- 
mental plan, and they exist irrespective of, and despite of, 
the animates habit of life or the particular use to which it 
may put its organs. ^ Thus, to give a single example, there 
exists a homological likeness, due to identity in funda- 
mei^tal plan of construction, between a butterfly and a 
lobster; though these animals are by no means like one 
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another in external appearance, and are adapted to entirely 
different modes of life. It is in the separation of the 
merely physiological or adaptive characters of an animal 
from its really essential morphological characters that a 
great part of the work of the scientific zoologist consists ; 
and it is also upon characters of the latter class that all 
modern systems of classification of the animal kingdom 
are based. 

To return, however, to Swainson and to the circular 
classification. To some extent, Swainson undoubtedly 
recognised the underlying distinction between these two 
kinds of likenesses among animals. He also recognised 
that all classifications which are based upon likenesses of 
analogy are necessarily ‘ artificial,^ and that the basis of a 
‘ natural * classification can only be found in the ‘ affinities * 
or homological likenesses between animals, since these 
alone are indicative of true relationships. It is singular 
that, starting with comparatively clear ideas as to what 
points were of really taxonomic value, Swainson should 
have given his adhesion to one of the most fantastic and 
unnatural systems of zoological arrangement which have 
ever been promulgated. For our present purpose, it is 
enough to give a mere outline of this system, which 
Swainson laid down in the following propositions : 

(i) The entire series of animals is a continuous one, 
forming a circle; so that, * commencing at any one given 
point, and thence tracing all the modifications of struct 
ture, we shall be imperceptibly led, after passing through 
numerous forms, again to the point from which we 
started.’ In accordance with this proposition, Swainson 
divided the entire animal kingdom into live great groups, 
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which he arranged in a circle, as shown graphically 
below. 



In precisely the same way, Swainson divided the series 
of the Vertebrate animals into a chain of circular groups, 
as follows : 
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It would be a waste of time and space to point out 
in detail the extraordinary inconsistencies of such a 
circular arrangement as exhibited ia either of the above 
schemes. It is enough to point out that passage along 
such a circular series as either of the above is easy 
enough and natural enough in a certain direction, and 
up to a given point; but that it is an impossibility to 
complete the circle, in consequence of an absolutely im- 
passable gap between two of the groups in the series.- 
Thus, in the circular arrangement of the whole animal 
kingdom, as given above, one may pass, without any 
violation of natural affinities, from the Acrita (the Protozoa 
of modern naturalists) through the sponges to the Radiata 
(the Coelenterate animals and Echinoderms). Through 
the Echinoderms one may pass from the sea-cucumbers 
(Holothurians) to the spoon- worms, and thus into the 
Annulose series; and the passage from the Annulose 
animals to the Vertebrate animals is at any rate a con- 
ceivable one. Similarly, in the backward progress, one 
may pass naturally enough from the Vertebrate^ to the 
Molluscs, through the cuttle-fishes (Cephalopods). In 
order to complete the circle, however, fhere remains the 
final step of passing from the Molluscs to the Protozoa 
(the Acrita), two groups separated by a hiatus unbridged 
by any intermediate form. 

Similarly, in the circular series of the. Vertebrate 
animals, starting with the Amphibians (frogs and newts) as 
the assumed lowest group, we pass naturally enough to the 
reptiles, and from the reptiles to the nearly related group 
of the bfrds. From the birds one may get to the Mammals 
by the help of the oviparous ducknmole and spiny ant- 
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eater.. Or, if we pass in the other direction, we travel 
quite naturally from the Amphibians to the fishes. In 
either case, however, in order to complete the , circle, one 
has to get from fishes to Mammals, or vice versL The 
gap thus caused is, however, a hopeless one, since the 
really intermediate groups of the reptiles and the birds 
have been left on the other side of the circle, 

(2) The second proposition of the circular system is, 
that *the primary circular divisions of every group are 
three actually, or five apparently.* Differences of opinion 
have arisen among the advocates of the circular classi- 
fication as to the number of groups in each division, 
though all were agreed that the system was based upon 
some fixed number, which governed all the subdivisions 
from the highest to the lowest Macleay, the founder of 
the system, thought there were five main divisions and 
five smaller ones (making ten in all). Fries, the botanist, 
adopted four as the number governing his classification 
of plants; "but as he admitted that his central group 
could always be split into two, this practically made his 
system likewise quinary, Swainson, as seen in the above- 
quoted proposition, adopted three as his number; but 
as one of these groups was supposed to be always 
divisible into three smaller sections, this also was 
practically identical with taking five as the ruling 
nuuaber. Other * circularists,* again, adopted seven as 
the governing number. Five was, however, the number 
most usually adopted, and for this reason this system 
has often been spoken of as the ^Quinary Classification.* 
According to this, therefore, everything must go by fives. 
If animals obstinately refused to range themselves into 

- \4 
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fives, this could only be because we knew too little 
about them to make them do so. Thus, as shown 
above, there were five sub-kingdoms, or primary divisions, 
of the animal kingdom. Each sub-kingdom was similarly 
divisible into five classes, as shown above in the case 
of the Vertebrates (in which there really are five classes). 
Each class fell to be divided into five orders, each order 
into five families, and so on. 

As just mentioned, however, Swainson did not accept 
this quinary arrangement without some modification. 
He thought that three was the governing number; but 
then he supposed that one group could always be 
divided into three smaller circles. In any three groups — 
forming a closed system — one group is what he called 
Uypical,^ a second is *sub-typicaV and the third is 
^aberrant'; but the aberrant group itself forms a closed, 
system of three smaller circles, thus : 
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We may illustrate this neat mathematical arrangement 
of animals by the Vertebrates : 



(3) The third, and perhaps the most fundamental, 
proposition of the circular system is, the animals con- 
tained in any given circular group are ‘symbolically or 
analogically represented’ by the animals contained in 
each and every other circular group in the animal king- 
dom. In order to understand this proposition fully, a 
few words must first be said on what Swainson under- 
stodd by his ‘typical,’ ‘sub-typical,’ and ‘aberrant’ 
groups. In any given series of animals the ‘typical’ 
group is that comprising those forms which possess the 
larg^t number of the distinctive characters peculiar or, 
common to the whole series. The ‘sub-typical’ group 
comprises those forms which exhibit a smaller proportion 
of the presumed distinctive characters of the series. 
Fim^ly, the ‘aberrant’ group comprises forms which 
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have the fewest of the characters common to the series, 
and which therefore necessarily possess many characters 
common to other groups of animals. Moreover, Swainson 
considered that every ^aberrant' group exhibited three 
principal modifications of structure, which constituted 
the basis of as many minor groups. One of these 
subordinate sections of the aberrant group was supposed 
to contain animals adapted for an aquatic life. The 
animals of a second section were supposed to be adapted 
for obtaining their food by suction; and a third or 
‘rasoriar section was formed for the reception of types 
adapted for scratching or for climbing. Thus, as 
shown in a preceding diagram, the Mammals are the 
‘typicar group of Vertebrates, and the birds are the 
‘ sub-typical ’ group ; while the ‘ aberrant ’ group comprises 
the 'aquatic* section of the fishes, the 'suctorial* 
group of the Amphibians, and the 'rasorial* group of 
the reptiles. 

Now starting with this basis — admitting, that isf that 
you could divide a given series of animals into three 
primary groups, a typical, a sub-typical, and an aberrant 
group, and admitting further that the last contains three 
minor groups, one aquatic, one suctorial, and one 
rasorial — the fundamental proposition of the circular 
classification is, that every series of animals can be 
similarly divided, and that each quinary system, however 
small, must r^resent each and every other system. If 
it does not do so, it is, ex hypothesis not a natural group. 
By way of exemplifying this proposition, we may present 
here the tabular view which Swainson gives of what he 
regards as the 'beautifully simple and harmonious’ 
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analogies between the circular system of the birds and 
that of the Mammals : 


Primaty Types. Orders of Birds. 

I. Typical Insessores 

(Perchcrs). 


2. Sub- typical... 

(Birds of 
Prey). 

3. Aberrant Natatores 

(aquatic (Swimmers), 
group). 


4. Aberrant Grallatores 
(suctorial (Waders), 
group). 


5. Aberrant Rasores 

(rasorial (Scratchers). 
group). 


Typical Characters. 

Oigans of prehension Qmdrumam 
and general struc- (Monkeys), 
ture highly de- 
veloped. 

Carnivorous, claws re- Feres (Beasts of 
tractile. Prey). 

Live and feed in the (Whales, 

water. Feet short, Dolphins, &c.) 
or none. 

Jaws much prolonged ; Glires (Rodents 
burrow for their and most 
food. Marsupials). 

Head with crests of Ungulata 
horn or feathers; (Hoofed 
habits domestic ; Quadrupeds), 
feet long, formed 
for walking. 


Swainson excuses himself for not entering into long 
details explanatoiy of the above table, on the ground 
t^t explanation is unnecessary, seeing that ‘ the analogies 
are so perfect, and the series so completely in unison 
with those of all other animals.’ To the modem scientific 
student it seems equally unnecessary to discuss such a 
tabl^ as it violates all those fundamental canons of 
clasijfification which have been established by the com- 
bined labours of naturalists for the last two centuries. 
It would not, indeed, be easy to produce a dassificatoiy 
taUe of Mammals and birds more entirely at variance 
widi what naturalists at the present day believe as to 
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the true relationships of animals. One fact sufficiently 
proves this — namely, that in deference to the mystical 
‘quinary' law, the Mammals are divided into only five 
groups or orders ; whereas naturalists consider that there 
are at least fifteen or sixteen natural orders of these 
animals. 

The ‘circular classification* is, then, a mere figment 
of the human mind; the notion of a quinary, ternary, 
or septenary division of animals is equally a product 
of the imagination. So far as our present knowledge 
goes, two things are abundantly evident. One of these 
is, that no numerically symmetrical arrangement of animals 
can, by any possibility; accord with their natural affinities 
and relationships. The other is, that any pictorial 
.representation of the different groups of the animal series 
in tlie order of their natural alliances would assuredly 
not present us with a system of similar closed circles, 
but with a branched and ramified genealogical tree. 
One main trunk we should undoubtedly find ; and this 
would give 6ff numerous lateral stems, which would in 
turn subdivide, some branches ascending in the course 
of their development, while others, in consequence of 
degeneration, would descend. No numerical law could, 
however, possibly be formulated which would express the 
branching of the main stem of life ; nor would there be 
any parity of size, or equality in zoological value, between 
the different branches of the parent trunk. 



BRITISH ZOOLOGISTS 

(continued). 

In the twenty or thirty years which followed the 
publication, in 1817, of the ‘Rligne Animal,' the study of 
natural history was prosecuted in Britain by many 
distinguished and able men, and great advances were 
effected in almost all branches of the science. These 
advances, however, mostly concern our knowledge of 
special groups of animals, and are therefore of little 
interest except to specialists. As regards philosophical 
zoology, or the principles of natural history, the condition 
of the science remained without any noteworthy alteration, 
very much as it had been left by Cuvier. All that can be 
here attempted, therefore, is to give a very brief general 
sketch of the progress which was made during this period 
as 'regards special groups of the animal kingdom, with 
m^re pmticular reference to any point of exceptional 
interest Many well-known names are, of course, 
necessarily omitted in such an outline, and any attempt 
to analyse the varied works which appeared at this epoch 
w<mld lead us into paths which are only pleasant to walk 
uf^n for the initiated. The typkai naturalist of this 
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period is Edward Forbes, who may be selected for a 
longer notice. 

As regards ‘general zoology/ this period produced a 
number of able workers. No one, perhaps, contributed 
more largely to the diffusion of a knowledge of, and a taste 
for, natural history than the well-known Dumfriesshire 
baronet, Sir William Jardine, who united to a wide general 
knowledge of natural history and of geology a special 
acquaintance with ornithology. Sir William is probably 
best known as the editor of that excellent and popular 
work the ‘Naturalists* Library,* of which more than one 
edition was published. This work consists of forty 
volumes, dealing with Mammals, birds, fishes, and insects, 
and illustrated with spirited figures, drawn and engraved 
by Lizars. Sir William Jardine was also joint-editor, 
along with Mr Selby and Dr Johnston, of the ‘Magazine 
of Zoology and Botany,* of which only two volumes 
appeared (in 1837 and 1838); when it became merged 
in one of the most admirable of our existing zoological 
periodicals — namely, the ‘Annals and Magazine of Natural 
History,’ affectionately known to its readers by the 
abbreviated name of the ‘ Annals and Mag.* 

The only general work treating of the whole of the 
animals of the British area, which appeared during this 
period, was the ‘Histoiy of British Animals,* by the 
Rev. John Fleming, D.D., who was one time minister 
of Flisk in Fifeshire, and subsequently professor of natural 
philosophy in King’s College, Aberdeen (from 1834 to 
1845). published in 1828, in one volume, 

and dealt systematically with all known British animals — 
a gigantic task for on0 even at drat time, and an 
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almost impossible one for a single worker now. It is 
unfortunately not illustrated, and the account given of the 
lower Invertebrates is necessarily meagre and imperfect. 
Fleming also wrote a work on ‘The Philosophy of Zoology,^* 
in two volumes, and a small treatise on the Mollusca^ 
which appeared first in the seventh edition of the 
‘Encyclopaedia Britannica,' and was published later (i 8 j;) 
in a separate form. 

As regards the special group of the quadrupeds, perhaps 
the most important work published in England at this 
time was the ‘Fauna Boreali-Americana,* or ‘Northern 
Zoology,’ of Sir John Richardson, which appeared in 1828. 
This noble work treated of the zoology of the northern 
parts of British North America, and was based upon the 
collections which had been gathered together during the 
northern land expeditions under the command of Sir 
John Franklin, The four quarto volumes are admirably 
illustrated, and treat respectively of the Mammals, the 
birds, the insects, and the fishes; the insects being 
described by Mr Kirby, while Swainson took part in the 
production of the volume on the birds. Unlike the 
‘Arctic Zoology’ of Pennant, the ‘Fauna Boreali- Americana’ 
was the work of a naturalist who had personally visited 
the region of which he described the animals. Sir John 
Richardson had, in fact, been the chief surgeon and 
naturalist to the overland Arctic expedition of Sir John 
Franklin in 1825. In 1848, he once more visited the 
Arctic regions, in the hope of discovering, if possible, 
what had been the fate of the last disastrous expedition 
of Franklin. Richardson was a Scotchman, bom at 
Dumiries in X787. His tife was one of great interest, 
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but cannot be more particularly noticed here. He died 
in 1865. 

The only other work dealing with Mammals, that may 
be noticed as treating exclusively of British types, is the 
‘ History of British Quadrupeds,’ by Professor Thomas Bell, 
at one time professor of zoology in King’s College, 
London. This excellent work appeared in 1836, and is 
one of the admirable series of illustrated works on British 
zoology issued, and still being issued, by the well-known 
scientific publisher, Van Voorst. To this same series. 
Professor Bell contributed two other equally excellent 
treatises — namely, the ‘History of British Reptiles’ 
(1829), and the ‘ History of British Stalk-eyed Crustacea’ 

<1853). 

Ornithology has ever been a favourite subject with 
naturalists, and the number of names which occur to any 
one who has occasion to look into the zoological literature 
of this period, as belonging to eminent ornithologists, is 
noteworthy. Yarrell, Macgillivray, Swainson, Eyton, 
Gould, Selby, Jardine, and Waterton are names which 
have the pleasant ring of familiarity to the ears of all 
naturalists, and in some cases to extra-zoological circles. 
Such works as Eyton’s ‘Monograph of the Anatidae’ (1838), * 
or Selby’s ‘ Illustrations of British Ornithology’ (1821-34), 
are doubtless little known except to specialists ; but every 
one who has dabbled in natural history is acquainted with 
Gould’s magnificent monographs, if only on account of 
their inimitable illustrations. There must also be very 
few, even of those who are not zoologically inclined, who 
do not know something of Waterton, not through an3rthing 
that he did in ornithology, for in tyutii he was not a 
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scientific zoologist, but through that most delightful of 
books, the ‘ Wanderings in South America.’ 

The two most essentially British ornithologists of this 
period were William Yarrell and William Macgillivray. 
The former is the author of what may be regarded as 
the standard work on the birds of our country — namely, 
the * Natural History of British Birds ’ ( 1839-43). Yarrell 
was also the author of the equally well-known * Natural 
History of British Fishes,’ the first edition of which was 
published in 1836. Macgillivray is perhaps best known 
as the author of the ‘ History of British Land and Water 
Birds,’ now a scarce and expensive work, which was 
published in 1837, in five octavo volumes. He published 
various other treatises, of which the two best known are 
‘The Natural History of Deeside and Braemar,’ published 
posthumously in 1855, and his ‘Lives of Eminent Zoolo- 
gists^ (1834), which formed one of the volumes of the 
‘Edinburgh Cabinet Library.’ Macgillivray occupied the 
chair of natural history in Marischal College, Aber- 
deen, from 1841 to 1853, and as an ornithologist has not 
perhaps received generally full justice. 

Coming next to the Invertebrates, there are only three 
groups which may be noticed, namely the Molluscs, the 
Ins&ts, and the Zoophytes ; and even these can only be 
glanbed at in the most cursory fashion. In the depart- 
ment of the Mollusca, we find many well-known authors 
sucl| as Turton, Wood, Burrows, Broderip, &c. ; but none 
of t|ese call for special remark. The two names which 
are |nost familiar to conchologists and naturalists generally 
in oipnnection with this period are those of Sowerby and 
Wo^w^ard— though the latter more properly belongs to a 
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later time. The name of Sowerby, moreover, is that of a 
series of naturalists and artists, who devoted themselves 
especially to natural history, mineralogy, and botany ; and 
of whom , three were' more particularly concerned with 
conchology. One of these is James Sowerby, originally 
an artist, who was bom in 1757, and died in i8z2. His 
great work is the ^ Mineral Conchology of Great Britain,' 
which deals with the fossil shells of our islands. Janies 
de Carle Sowerby was the son of the preceding, and 
followed in his footsteps. He was born in 1787, and died 
in 1850, and continued the publication of the ‘Mineral 
Conchology.’ Lastly, in more recent times, conchologists 
have been indebted to' George Brettingham Sowerby for a 
work on the ‘Genera of Recent and Fossil Shells,' a 
‘Manual of Conchology,' and a ‘Thesaums Conchy- 
liorum.' 

There has, however, been no naturalist of the present 
century to whom conchological students in general have 
been more deeply indebted than to Samuel Woodward) who 
was bom in 1821, and died in 1865, and who therefore 
does not strictly fall into the period now under considera- 
tion. His ‘Manual of the Mollusca,’ of which the first 
edition appeared in 1841, has a world^wide reputation as 
one of the most philosophical and comprehensive treatises 
on a single large group of animals ever published in such 
a moderate compass. It is a model of everything Which 
such a manual should be. 

Entomology — an even more favoured subject than orni- 
thology — commanded many votaries during the period 
in question; and amon^ diem some of the most 
distinguished! entomologists has yet produced. 
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Nothing is, however, here possible beyond the mention of 
some of the leading works which appeared at this time. 
One of the best known and most widely used of these is 
the * Introduction to the Study of Entomology,’ the first 
edition of which appeared in 1828, the authors being the 
Rev. Wyiiam Kirby and Mr William Spence, both distin- 
guished specialists in the department of entomology. 
Another famous work is the ‘ Introduction to the Modem 
Classification of Insects,’ by Professor J. O. Westwood. 
This appeared in 1839, and being of a more technical 
character than Kirby and Spence’s ‘Introduction,’ has 
become one of the standard works of the entomological 
specialist. 

As regards purely British entomology, th6 most famous 
work of this time is Curtis’s ‘British Entomology’ ( 1824- 
1840). This beautiful treatise, in sixteen octavo volumes, 
is illustrated by admirably drawn coloured figures of the 
insects and of the plants upon which they feed; and is 
still one of the standard works on the subject with which 
it deals. Another work of the same character, but only 
dealing with certain groups, is the ‘ Illustrations of British 
Entomology,’ by James F. Stephens. Mention must also 
be niade here of the admirable anatomical memoirs dealing 
with Insects and Myriapods (centipedes and their allies), 
by Newport, who likewise contributed the article ‘ Insecta ’ 
to Todd and Bowman’s ‘Cyclopaedia of Anatomy and 
Phydology (1839). 

Lastly, as 4 :egards the lower Invertebrate animals, and 
mor 6 particularly the Zoophytes (Ccelenterate animals), 
tker4 are only two names belonging to this period which 
need special mentton. One of these is that of Dr George 
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Johnston, a medical practitioner at Berwick-upon-Tweed, 
and a well-known naturalist. The work by which Dr 
Johnston is best known is his ^History of British Zoo- 
phytes,’ which appeared in 1838, and of which a second 
edition was published in 1847. As the Coelenterate animals 
were, at ,the time when Johnston wrote his treatise, but 
imperfectly separated from other animals, we find here 
descriptions and figures not only of the British species 
of the Zoophytes strictly so called (namely, the Sea- 
anemones, the Sea-firs, &c.), but also of the Sea-mats 
and their allies (the Polyzoa). Moreover, it had not at 
this time been discovered that there was any connection 
between the jellyfishes and the ordinary plant-like Zoo- 
phytes, and the former found, therefore, no place in 
Johnston’s work. The ^ History of British Zoophytes ’ will 
always have to be consulted by any British naturalist who 
may be engaged in the study of the particular group of 
organisms of which it treats; though the several groups 
with which it deals have now received a much fuller 
exposition at the hands of modem investigators (Allman, 
Hincks, Gosse, &c.). Besides the work just mentioned, 
Dr Johnston published in 1842, History of British 
Sponges and Lithophytes,’ in which he not only dealt with 
the sponges properly so called, but also with a number of 
marine organisms which are now known to be of a 
vegetable nature. Owing to the exceptional difficulties 
which attend the study of the sponges, and the compara- 
tively very limited knowledge possessed by the naturalists 
of fifty years ago as to the structure and nature of the 
sponges in general, this work is not of nearly so much 
value as the one on the Brtjash Zoophytes^ 
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The other work alluded to above is the ‘Rare and 
Remarkable Animals of Scotland,* by Sir John Graham 
Dalyell. This handsome work, published in 1847 by 
Van Voorst, in two quarto volumes, deals with the 
Coelenterate animals or Zoophytes of the Scottish seas, 
and is illustrated by beautiful coloured plates. To Sir 
John Dalyell is due the credit of having independently 
worked out the extraordinary phenomena attending the 
production of the great swimming jellyfishes from the 
little fixed Trumpet-polype or Hydra-tuba — one of the 
most wonderful chapters in zoological history. It is true 
that this subject had been previously investigated suc- 
cessfully by the celebrated Norwegian naturalist, Sars 
(1829-40); but the observations of the Scottish zoologist 
would seem to have been made quite independently. 





EDWARD FORBES. 

Edward Forbes deserves special mention as an admirable 
representative of the old and honourable race of general 
naturalists. He was 'a mturalist in the old sense of this 
term, rather than a zoologist ; and he belonged, therefore, 
to a genus which is in the present epoch much less largely 
represented than it used to be. As a matter of course, he 
was essentially and principally a zoologist, or an investi- 
gator of animals. He was even a specialist in zoology, and 
his name will long be remembered in connection with 
the British Mollusca and the British Echinoderms. But 
he was much more than a mere zoologist; he was an 
accomplished botanist, and a very able geologist 
Rarely, indeed, do we now find any one man uniting in 
himself high excellence in these three departments. Nor 
can such be well expected, in view of the enormous 
development that these three sciences have, one and all, 
undergone since the middle of this century. At the same 
time, there is cause for regret that specialisation should 
now so completely rule in all departments of natural his- 
toty. Less than fifty years ago, any teacher of zoology 
considered a knowledge of geology and palaeontology — the 
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latter being only a department of zoology — as an absolutely 
indispensable part of his equipment. At the present day, 
it is no very unusual thing for even a distinguished zoolo- 
gist to be largely or wholly ignorant of these subjects ; and 
in another fifty years it is more than probable that the 
increase in our store of knowledge will be so great, that 
only the efteptionally gifted will be able to master 
thoroughly more than a single branch of natural history. 
That something may be thereby gained in depth is 
probable enough; but there will be unquestionably a 
corresponding loss in width. 

Edward Forbes was bom at Douglas, in the Isle of 
Man, on the 12th February 1815. He was a delicate 
child, and received, therefore, no systematic education up 
to his twelfth year. He early showed a strong taste for 
natural history; and was one of those boys who make 
friends with all sorts of animals, whose pockets are always 
full of all sorts of beasts, birds, and minerals, who are 
never so happy as when in the open air, and who, naturally 
enough, cause as much anxiety to their teachers as does 
the supposititious duckling to the hen which brings it up. 
The few years of school-life which he ultimately had, left 
him with a limited amount of classical knowledge, a still 
smaller amount of any mathematical learning, no know- 
ledge pf any physical or natural science, and a total want 
of evas a rudimentary acquaintance with any modem 
language. The one accomplishment that he had acquired 
was tWt of drawing, though it does not appear that he 
learned even this at school ‘Educated,* therefore, he 
certainly was not, when at sixteen years of age he left his 
Manx school for good 
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It was moreover unfortunate, as Dr George Wilson, 
his biographer, has remarked, that * his home*circle 
included no intelligent senior of his own sex, who 
could have wisely trained him to habits of systematic 
study, and taught him by precept and example the 
importance of rule and method in intellectual as well as 
physical work. For want of such training, much of his 
energy was unwisely directed, and he left behind him at 
his death a far less compact and conspicuous monument 
to his genius than his enormous diligence would have 
produced, had his intellect revolved in an orbit of smaller 
area, and been less liable to defiection towards new 
centres of attraction in every portion of its path.^ At the 
same time, Forbes’s mental idiosyncrasy was peculiar, and 
it is doubtful if it could have been fundamentally altered 
by any educational process. He had a naturally un- 
methodical, discursive mind. As the wise writer above 
quoted further remarks, ‘ the minds of some men are like 
diving-bells, with walls of opaque iron, and one small 
window at the top. Little light enters them, and that 
always in one direction. The minds of an exactly 
opposite class are crystal palaces, the walls all glass, and 
light entering in every direction. The choicest minds are 
intermediate in structure. They "have windows to each 
point of the compass, besides a goodly skylight, but 
shaded comers abound under all degrees of fllumination 
short of exposure to the direct glare, and there are 
shutters to close each window when that is desirable, and 
prevent the confusion of confiicting cross-lights. Edward 
Forbes’s intellect was of the second dass, and open at 
ev^ nminent to all the dcyey influences. It would have 
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been better in some respects if he had been persuaded in 
early life to make it less than all window, by a shutter 
here and there ; but he loved the full light, and all that he 
could be induced to do was to temper the brightness by a 
veil, originally but one degree less transparent than the 
glass, and even when thickest, more translucent than 
opaque.* 

In 1831, Edward Forbes, having completed his brief 
school career, visited London, where he stayed between 
three and four months. He had the intention of entering 
upon the study of art, in order to become a professional 
artist; but he had mistaken his vocation. He was refused 
admission to the Royal Academy as an art-student, and a 
well-known artist under whose tuition he had placed him- 
self held out to him no encouragement to follow his 
proposed career any further. Under these circumstances 
Forbes very sensibly abandoned all idea of art as a 
profession, and made up his mind to study medicine. 
He therefore proceeded to Edinburgh, where he entered 
the university as a medical student in November 1831. 

Forbes’s career as a medical student cannot be touched 
upon here. He studied botany under Professor Graham, 
and natural history under Professor Jameson, both well- 
known men in their day. It must be remembered, how- 
ever, that scientific teaching at that time was a very 
different thing from what it is now. It was, as Dr Wilson 
says, a matter of dispute among the Edinburgh students 
whether Professor Graham had altogether *six or s^m 
diagrams to illustrate the structure of plants. A micro- 
scope was never seen in the class-room, and the majority 
of stiidents could not have told with confidence which 
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end of the tube should be put to the eye. No instruction 
was given in dissecting or examining plants, further than 
by pulling them to pieces with the fingers, and examining 
them with a pocket-lens.* In the department of natural 
history, things were very much the same. Jameson, the 
then professor of natural history, able man as he was, 
nevertheless was more of a mineralogist and geologist 
than a zoologist. The anatomical side of natural history 
was almost wholly neglected by him ; and the university 
museum was almost entirely without morphological speci- 
mens of any kind, such as skeletons, dissections of animals, 
or even models of minute structures. No Invertebrates 
were to be seen in tHe museum, with the exception of 
examples of such groups as the insects, shellfish, or corals. 
It would appear also that Jameson was essentially a 
student himself, rather than a teacher. 

Forbes began his systematic studies in zoology, however, 
at a specially favourable time. The microscope had been 
up till that time ‘ an instrument understood and handled 
by few, and by such was regarded with much the same 
feelings as an enthusiastic musician regards his Cremona 
violin.* Now, however, great improvements had been 
effected in its mechanical construction; and not only had 
the instrument thus gained greatly in efficiency and sim- 
plicity, but it could be produced at a price so much reduced 
as to render it possible for any one to purchase one. The 
microscope became, therefore, at this time the inseparable 
companion of all naturalists, the weapon of precision for 
all new assaults on biological problems. ‘Histology,* or 
die science which deals with minute structures and tissues, 
sprang suddenly into full ex^tc^ce. The smaller forms of 
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animal and vegetable life, which till now had been imper- 
fectly understood, or had wholly defied investigators, began 
now to be slowly elucidated, and arranged in their proper 
places in the system of nature. Endless problems in 
physiology commenced to receive their final solution. In 
short, the whole face of the biological sciences underwent 
a rapid and fundamental alteration. 

Into all this Forbes threw himself with the utmost 
ardour; but his favourite studies, as was to be expected, 
were natural history, botany, and geology. Not only 
did he acquire a wide general knowledge of these sub- 
jects, so far as these were known at that time; but 
above all, he learned to observe and investigate for 
himself. Even in his second year of university study, 
we find him giving the preference to the more scientific 
branches of the medical curriculum over the more 
strictly technical and professional subjects. Year after 
year, this process of clinging more and more closely to 
the natural sciences went on; till in 1836 he finally and 
formally abandoned the study of medicine. 

During his vacations Forbes had wandered over many 
parts of our country, and had occupied himself in all sorts 
of scientific, principally zoological observations, and in 
collecting specimens illustrative of the natural history, 
botany, and geology of the districts which he visited. 
On one occasion he extended his tour to Norway, in 
company with a fellow-student, and at another time he 
travelled through parts of France, Switzerland, and 
Gerniiany. At an early period also he began dredging 
in British seas, a practice which he afterwards pro- 
secu^ with such success and such brilliant scientific . 
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results. Forbes may be said, in fact, to have been 
one of the first British naturalists to recognise the 
enormous value of the dredge as an instrument of 
zoological research ; and, from this time on, we find him 
engaged in dredging whenever he got an opportunity. 
The results of his dredging expeditions round our coasts 
were given to the world in various memoks, the first of 
which Mfas published in the ‘Annals and Magazine of 
Natural History’ as early as 1835, when he was still 
an Edinburgh student. 

In 1836, Forbes, having finally renounced medicine, 
proceeded to Paris, where he stayed till the followmg 
year, studying natural history under GeofFroy St Hilaire 
and De Blainville, and working in the great museums 
of the French capital. At the close of the Paris session 
he paid a visit to the south of France, and from there 
he made his way to Algeria, where he collected a 
number of Molluscs, which he subsequently described 
in the ‘Annals of Natural History.’ The winter of 
1837-38 Forbes again spent in Edinbuigh, nominally 
as a literary student, but in reality he worked at nothing 
but science. It was at this time that he published his 
first book, a little treatise entitled ' Malacologia Monensis,’ 
dealing with the Mollusca of the Isle of Man. The 
summer of 1838 was spent once more on the Contineht, 
and the winter of the same year found him back ai^in 
in Edinburgh — always hard at work writing papers and 
scientific memoirs, giving lectures on natiind history, 
collectmg, and the like. The summer of 1839 was 
spi^n^ mostly in dr^gii^ round the poRsts of Scotland,, 
and in coUecdng ma&nals for k rUpott on the air-breathing 
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Mollusca of Britain for the British Association. This 
report Forbes laid, together with some other zoological 
papers, before the meeting of the Association in the same 
autumn; and at the same meeting he founded the 
celebrated dinner of the *Red Lions.’* The whole of 
1840 was spent in scientific work, a great part of which 
was directed .to the preparation and publication of his 
well-known treatise on the sea-urchins, starfishes, and 
other Echinoderms of Britain. 

In the meanwhile Forbes, though steadily gaining 
reputation, had failed to obtain any fixed employment in 
science. Lecturing had proved pecuniarily a failure, and 
his scientific works did not bring him in any money. In 
the early part of 1841, however, he was offered the post of 
naturalist to the surveying-ship Beacon^ which was about to 
start, on an expedition to the Levant. This offer he 
accepted, and after a fruitless attempt to obtain the natural 
history chair in Aberdeen — ^to ' which Macgillivray was 
appointed — ^he started for the East on board the Beacon^ 
in eompany with his friend and fellow-naturalist, William 
Thompson. It is not necessary to enter into any details 
as to the incidents of the expedition, which occupied two 
yea^. Not only was Forbes enabled to make a number 
of interesting and important observations as to the distri- 
but|m of xnarine animals in the Mediterranean, but he was 
al^!able to spend some three months in a tour in Asia 

' * 1 (||o dinner of the *Red Lion Club' was founded by Forbes in 1839, at the 
iheeci|g of the British Associatioo at Birmingham. The name was derived from 
the twi^KTO at whi^ the meetiiig of the dub took place ; and the dinner became an 
anho^feature, which it, still kept op at every British Association meeting. At the 
jdhuuifrif the * Red Lions,' the learned guests are supposed to drop all their science, 
dboinadves Up wholly to fm and menitpew* approbation of the songs 
or iphtdies being expressed by roars and growls.. 
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Minor. A narrative of this, written in conjunction with 
his friend and companion, Captain (then Lieutenant) 
Spratt, was subsequently published under the title of 
‘ Travels in Lycia * (1847 )• As regards the scientific results 
of this expedition, by far the greatest interest attached to 
the researches which Forbes at this time carried out as to 
the distribution of the Shellfish and Radiate animals at 
different depths in the sea. This had long been a 
favourite subject with him, and he had previously begun to 
divide the British seas into ^ zones ^ of different depths, 
characterised by particular assemblages of animals. It 
will, however, be best to defer consideration of this 
subject till the completion of this brief sketch of Forbes’s 
life. 

At the close of the year 1842, Forbes returned to 
England, when he found that he had been in his absence 
appointed Professor of Botany in King’s College, London. 
This appointment he gladly accepted, as his father had 
met with pecuniary losses, and was no longer in a position 
to help him. Two or three months after his return, he 
was dso appointed Curator of the Museum of the Geo** 
logical Society of London. He was thus plunged into 
a constant whirl of work, principally of the thankless 
official kind, and he found comparatively little time for 
original research. Not only were his duties numerous and 
trying; but the emoluments of his combined offices of 
professor and curator did not bring him 'in much more 
than about ;^aoo per annum, and he was thus forced to 
do literary work of the * pot-boiling " kind. 

In 1844, however, his position was somewhat ame- 
liorated by his being appointed to the newly created post 
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of Palseontologist to the Geological Survey, whereby he 
was enabled to resign the curatorship of the Geological 
Society. He found himself now in a much more con- 
genial sphere. His connection with the Geological 
Society had strengthened his early fondness for geology. 
He now had the opportunity — indeed it was now. his 
duty — to enter fully into the study of palaeontology, 
one of the great charms of which is that, though essen- 
tially a part of zoology, it can hatdly be successfully 
approached save through the avenue of geology, while, 
in one of its subordinate aspects, it really forms a 
department of geological science. Besides, Forbes had 
always had a special interest in all questions affecting 
the ^ distribution * of animals, and there is no department 
of natural history more fruitful in problems of this kind 
than palaeontology. 

The remainder of Forbes’s too short life may be told 
in a very few words. The next few years were spent in 
constant work of all kinds— dredging, geologising, palae- 
ontologising (to coin a much-needed word), lecturing, and 
above all, writing incessantly. His personal relations with 
his colleagues on the Geological Survey were of the happiest 
kind. His reputation in scientific circles was of the 
highest His work was, much of it, thoroughly congenial. 
He : had little to complain of beyond the fact that, in 
accordance with the traditional treatment of science and 
of higher learning generally in Britain, he was greatly 
oveidriven, and was so ill paid that he was compelled to 
do hack-work of various kinds in order to exist The 
pri]](iaiy result of this sheut-sighted policy was that one of 
the finest and most originai minds Britain has produced in 
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the last half-century was forced to expend a large part of 
its energy in mere drudgery that could fiave been as well, 
or perhaps better, done by one of meaner capacity. A 
secondaiy result, it need not be doubted, was the impair- 
ment of his health and the shortening of his term of life. 

In 1848 Forbes married, his wife being the daughter of 
General Sir C. Ashworth. In 1851, the Royal School of 
Mines, in connection with the Geological Survey, was 
founded, and Forbes was appointed to the professorship of 
natural history in the new institution. During his tenure 
of office the School of Mines never became prosperous 
or popular, and its comparative failure was a source of 
great disappointment t6 him. In 1853 Professor Jameson 
at last resigned the chair of natural history in the uni- 
versity of Edinburgh, towards which Forbes had been 
looking for many years. To this chair, after some delays, 
Forbes was ultimately appointed, thus realising what had 
been the ambition of his life. The relief from the harassing 
overwork of years had at last come to him; but it* had 
unfortunately come, as it proved, too late. In the summer 
of 1854, Forbes gave his first course of lectures in his 
new chair, to a very large class, and with brilliant success. 
In the early part of this year he had been elected to the 
highly honourable position of President of the Geological 
Society of London; and in the autumn of this year he 
filled the presidential chair in the geological section of the 
. British Association. On the ist of November he delivered 
the introductory lecture to the class of natural history, 
but after a few days of lectiuing he attacked by a 
severe illness, which from the first assumed a very smous 
aspect, and which he su^^mbed on the 23d of the 
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month. Thus died one of the most accomplished and 
original naturalists that this country has yet produced, in 
the prime of life, for he was not forty years old, in the 
zenith of his fame, and at the moment when he had just 
commenced the happiest and most hopeful period of 
his laborious career. 

Of Forbes’s multifarious scientific publications but few 
can be noticed here. His special subjects in natural 
history proper had always been the Zoophytes, the 
Echinoderms, and the Mollusca, together with all 
problems relating to the geographical distribution of 
animals. As regards the first of these subjects, his chief 
contributions are the following : 

( I ) ‘ On the Morphology of the reproductive system of the 
Sertularian Zoophyte.’ This memoir was published in the 
‘Annals and Magazine of Natural History’ in 1844, and in 
it he demonstrated that the singular urn-shaped capsules 
which are seasonally produced by the common Sertularian 
Zoophytes of our seas, and which have the function of 
reproducing the species, are really a modified condition of 
the ordinary buds of the colony, the function of which is 
nurttive. In other words, he showed that just as the 
flowers of a plant are only specially modified buds, and 
therefore composed of altered leaves ; so the reproductive 
bu^ of the sea-firs and their allies are only modifications 
of the ordinary nutritive ‘ polypites.’ 

^2) ‘On the Pulmograde Medusae of the British Seas,’ 
published in the ‘ Annals and Magazine of Natural History ’ 
in 1846. 

(3) ‘ A Monc^aph of the Naked-eye Medusae,’ published 
byfth^ JUy Society in 1848. In this last well-knovirn 
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work Forbes described and figured all the recognised species 
of the smaller British jelly-fishes, which are called * naked- 
eyed,* because the little coloured eye-spots are placed con- 
spicuously round the margin of the swimming-bell. 

With regard to the star-fishes, sea-urchins, and other 
Echinoderms, Forbes wrote a number of valuable works, 
to say nothing of detached memoirs in different scientific 
periodicals. The chief of these are : 

( 1 ) ‘ A History of British Star-fishes and other Animals 
of the class Echinodermata.* This familiar work was 
published by Van Voorst in 1841 as one of his series of 
treatises on British zoology. It not only contains illustra- 
tions of all the species* described, but is embellished with 
the picturesque or fanciful tailpieces which Forbes loved 
to design. 

(2) A ‘Monograph of the British Fossil Asteriadae,* 
published in the memoirs of the Geological Survey in 
1848. 

(3) A ‘Monograph of the Silurian Cystideae of Britain,’ 
also published in the memoirs of the Geological Survey, in 
the same volume as the preceding. 

(4) ‘Figures and Descriptions of British Organic 
Remains : Echinoderms.’ This constituted the third 
‘decade* of a series of palaeontological publications 
issued by the (Jeological Survey; the title of ‘decades’ 
being given to them because each number was supposed 
to contain ten plates. 

(5) ‘A Monograph of the British Tertiary Echino- 

derms,’ published by the Palaeontographical Society in 
.*832., ^ 

Ttiirdly^ ^ellfish {Maffusia), 
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Forbes was the author of a number of very valuable 
memoirs, descriptive of species, or dealing with the distri- 
bution of these animals, and treating not only of the 
marine types, but also of the land-shells and the fresh- 
water forms. In this branch, however, his great work was 
his ‘ History of British Mollusca,* written conjointly with 
Mr Hanley. This standard work was in four large 
volumes, the first of which appeared in 1848. 

Much of Forbeses work as regards the Echinoderms and 
the Molluscs was of a palaeontological character, and dealt 
with fossil species. Apart from this, he did some excellent 
work in what is called ‘ stratigraphical * palaeontology, or in 
other words in palaeontology as applied to geology. His 
two best-known memoirs in this connection are one ‘ On 
the Succession of Life in the Dorsetshire Purbecks,’ and 
one ^ On the Fluvio-marine Tertiaries of the Isle of Wight* 
The first of these was published as one of the * Reports * of 
the British Association in 1850 ; and the second appeared 
in the Quarterly Journal of the Geological Society in 

i853« 

Admirable as was Forbes*s work in the various branches 
of natural history above enumerated, he is perhaps best 
known by his researches into the complicated problems 
connected with the * distribution * of animals, both in the 
sea and upon the land. Before dealing briefly with these 
ires^ches, it may, however, be well to glance for a moment 
at idle views which he held with regard to the nature of 
‘sp^ies.* Now, Forbes, like almost all naturalists at 
that time, was a firm believer in the fixity of species. 
Laiiiarck*s views as to the mutability of animal species had 
at -this period obtained no acceptance in the scientific 
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world. Forbes therefore, like Cuvier before him, believed 
that each ^species’ of animals and plants was so far 
permanent, that though it might be exterminated alto- 
gether, and thus, become ^extinct* it could not become 
changed into a new species. This implies the further 
belief that ‘variation' is strictly limited and definite in 
amount, and that ‘varieties ’ of animals are mere temporary 
modifications instead of being ‘incipient species.’ To use 
Forbes’s own words, ‘every true species presents in its 
individuals, certain features, specific characters^ which dis- 
tinguish it from every other species ; as if the Creator had 
set an exclusive mark or seal on each type.’ He also 
believed that what we call a ‘ genus,* that is to say, a group 
of allied species, is similarly permanent. He believed — 
to use his own expression — that ‘a genus is an abstraction, 
a divine idea .... a true genus is natural, and, as 
such, is not dependent on man’s will.’ 

This belief in the fixity of species carries with it, as an 
almost necessary corollary, a belief in what are known as 
‘specific centres.’ On the view of the permanence of 
species, each particular species must have come into 
existence at a particular moment of time and at a 
particular place in space. That place must have been the 
point where the first progenitor, or pair of progenitors, of 
the species was created. This place must be supposed to 
be one specially adapted for the life 6f the species, and it 
constitutes the ‘specific centre’ for the species. Froin 
this centre the species would gradually diffuse itself by 
migktion, over a more or Ic^ extensive area, till its 
further progress MTOuld be stopped by meeting conditions 
unsuitable foi^ its existence* Hehce» each species at the 
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present day is found inhabiting a larger or smaller ‘specific 
area;’ and there is found in that area one point — the 
‘metropolis’ of the species^ — ^where the individuals are 
more abundant than elsewhere, and which may therefore 
be taken as the point where the species was originally 
created. As a matter of course, no species could have 
more than- one ‘specific centre.’ If, therefore, a species 
should be met with in two quite detached areas — as 
sometimes happens — this must be explained on the 
supposition that the original area of the species had 
become divided into two in consequence of changes in 
the physical geography of the area. Or, it might be 
supposed that some individual of the species had been 
accidentally transported from its original area to some 
new place, where the conditions happened to be suitable 
for its existence and propagation. 

Forbes further believed that when a species had once 
become extinct, it was never re-created. We sometimes 
find, however, that a given species, after living a long time 
in some particular region, disappears altogether from that 
area, and that, after a longer or shorter period, it reappears 
again in the same place. This phenomenon was explained 
by Forbes on the supposition that the species had been 
forced to abandon its original area, in consequence of 
s<^e change of conditions which rendered its further 
existence there impossible, and that it had therefore 
moated to some adjoining area where it met with 
st|table suitoundings. At a later period, however, the 
c<|hditions of the original area might again become 
favourable to the species, and then it would migrate back 
In this case, therefore, there is no real extinction 
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of the species^ but only its disappearance temporarily from 
its original area. 

Lastly, Forbes considered that ‘genera,* or natural 
groups of species, are distributed very much as species 
are, each genus having its ‘generic area.* When a 
. genus includes a large number of species, there may 
be found within the generic area ‘a point of maximum 
(metropolis) around which the number of species becomes 
less and less. A genus may have more centres than one. 
It m^y have had unbroken extension at one time, and 
yet, in the course of time and change, may have its centre 
so broken up that there shall appear to be outlying 
points. When, however, the history of a natural genus 
shall have been traced equally through its extension in 
. time and space^ it is not impossible that the area, 
considered in the abstract, will be found to be necessarily 
unique.* 

Forbes, in addition, clearly formulated what he termed 
the ‘law of representation* among species. He showed, 
namely, that in all regions, however widely removed from 
one another, species or groups of species of animals* are 
found which are very like each other, provided only that 
the conditions of these regions are similar as regards 
* climate. In other words, wherever .similar life-conditions 
prevail, similar species of animals will be found. In all 
such cases, however, though the species of such regions 
are similar, they are not identical. Such species he termed 
‘ repr^entative spedes.* 

As, in Forbes’s view, species are permanent and 
immutable, tht^ only explanation whioh he could give 
of the exlstoce of lepi^entariye forms was that 
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similar but specifically distinct types of animals and 
plants had been created in all regions in which the 
conditions of life were the same. Of the fact of the 
existence of these ‘representative* groups of species, or 
of representative species, no doubt can be entertained; 
but modem naturalists would explain their origin other- 
wise. At the present day it would not be admitted that 
two representative species had been specially created in 
two areas where similar conditions prevailed. On the 
contrary, the modern view would be, that two repre- 
sentative species owe their likeness to the fact that they are 
the descendants of a. common ancestor ; and that their 
unlikeness is due to the fact that, having become widely 
separated by migration, and kept separate by the forma- 
tion of some natural barrier, they have gradually become 
modified by variation, till we now speak of them as 
distinct species. 

Some of the most interesting points connected with 
Forbes’s researches into the distribution of animal life 
relate to the distribution of animals in, the sea. Many of 
th^e researches were carried on in his dredging excursions 
round the British coasts; but his visit to the Mediter- 
raifean enabled him to carry out a series of elaborate 
Westigations on a more extended scale, and at greater 
de||hs than he had previously explored These investiga- 
tioiis were published by Forbes in his well-known 
‘R^ort on tHe Mollusca and Radiata of the iEgean 
Sea^^ which he laid before the meeting of the British 
Asi)ciation at Cork, in 1843. As regards British seas^ 
and more or less markedly round all coast-lines in 
all)!lr^ons, Forbes r^ognised four very well defined 
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'zones of depth,’ each characterised by particular types 
of animals. 

The first of these zones is the so-called ‘littoral zone,’ 
embracing the tract between tidemarks, and characterised, 
not only by its abundant development of different kinds 
of seaweeds, but also by a number of peculiar animals. 
The littoral animals must be capable of being left 
uncovered twice a day by the receding tide, and they 
must also be able to withstand exposure to the direct rays 
of the sun. Hence, the animals of the littoral zone are 
mostly referable to peculiar types ; and the same types, or 
‘representative* types, are found between tide-marks in 
almost all parts of the world. 

Below low-water mark, and extending to the depth of 
about fifteen fathoms, is what is known as the ‘ laminarian 
zone,' so called from the abundance in it of the great 
strap-like ‘ tangle ’ {Laminaria). The fronds of this sea- 
wee(f form a sort of submarine forest in the shallow 
water all round our coasts, the upper edge of which is 
just visible at the. lowest ebb of the spring-tides; and it 
affords shelter and food to a vast abundance of marine 
animals. Many of the species of the laminarian zone are 
peculiar, and they are often remukable for the brillurnty 
of thdr coloration. 

A third zone was termed by Forbes the ‘coralline zone,’ 
and it extends fi-om about fifteen fathoms to fifty fathoms 
in depth. In this zone, plants are chiefly represented by 
the peculiar coral-like calcareous known as the 
‘Corallines’ and * NuUipores,’ Animal life is extremdy 
alMndant, and rnany of the impedes are peculiar. 

Fotbea ntcogn^d a fourth tut ‘deejHiea coral 
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zone,* extending from fifty fathoms to about one hundred 
fathoms or more in depth. In this zone animal life is 
much less abundant than in the preceding, and among the 
more characteristic types — in the northern seas, at any 
rate — are certain kinds of corals, which only live and 
flourish in deep water. 

In his researches in the iEgean Sea, Forbes recognised 
the occurrence of similar zones, but he thought they were 
capable of further subdivision. He recognised in the 
Eastern Mediterranean, in all, eight well-marked ‘regions 
of depth,* each of which is ‘ characterised by its peculiar 
fauna, and when there are plants, by its flora.* The 
lowest of these zones was beyond the limit of what he had 
called the ‘deep-sea coral zone,’ and extended from a 
hundred and five fathoms in depth to two hundred and 
thirty fathoms, beyond which depth his explorations were 
not carried. In this zone, animal life was extremely 
sparse ; the species were mostly small ; and the shells 
were mostly pale-coloured or white, in part, apparently, 
owing to a deficient supply of light. As just remarked, 
Fmrbes did not dredge at a depth of more than two 
hundred and thirty fathoms, which at ^that time was 
considered an extraordinary depth for the carrying out 
of Jdredging operations. Owing to the great reduction 
in number of species of animals which he found at 
depth, he came to the conclusion that at depths 
greater than this the animals would become fewer and 
fewer, and that they would ultimately be found to dis* 
appear altogether. In accordance with these observa- 
tioi^, he placed the ‘zero of 'animal life* at about 
thr<i^ hundred fathmns, and he conduded tha^ at all 
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depths greater than this animal life would be found to be 
altogether wanting. 

Forbes's conclusions on this point met with the general 
assent of naturalists, and it became an accepted doctrine 
in zoology that animal life was wanting in the deeper 
portions of the ocean. It would be out of place here 
to detail the various steps which have led to an entire 
reversal of Forbes’s dictum on this point. Isolated 
observations, both before and after Forbes's time, had 
been recorded, which indicated the existence of animals 
at great depths in the sea; but. these had been neglected 
by naturalists, or had been looked upon with suspicion. 
At present, however, {he interest in these detached and 
solitary observations is chiefly of an historical kind. Of 
late years various nations, and notably our own, have 
caused extensive and systematic explorations to be made 
as to the physical and biological conditions prevailing 
in the larger oceans. By various specially-equipped 
expeditions — the most important of which was thdt of 
the Challenger — the bottom of the deep sea has been 
systematically explored by the dredge and trawl up to 
depths of between three and four thousand fathoms, upon 
a scale and witli a completeness entirely beyond the reach 
of any private individual. We now know that there is no 
' zero of animal life' in the sea. So far from animals ceasing 
to exist at depths greater than three hundred fathoms, they 
are found at all depths in the sea. Nor are the animals of 
the ^abyssal zone' less numerous than those of shallower 
waters On the contrary^ animd life exists in abundance 
evmi at the gr^test depths, where the temperature is 
suitabld^ and it is the of the water at the 
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bottom, rather than the depth of the water, that is the 
predominant factor in determining the nature and the 
plentifulness of the forms of animals with which the floor 
of ‘ the deep sea* is peopled. 

In addition to the investigations which he carried out 
into the present distribution of animals and plants, and 
particularly the laws which govern the occurrence of 
animals at different depths in the sea, Forbes interested 
himself greatly as to the causes of the presence of 
particular types of animal or vegetable life in special 
regions. As regards this subject, he was greatly assisted 
by his wide knowledge both of the palaeontological 
department of natural history and also of geology proper. 
Various of his published writings deal more or less 
extensively with this problem ; but the one most generally 
known is his famous memoir ^ On the Connection between 
the Distribution of the existing Fauna and Flora of the 
British Isles, and the geological changes which have 
affected their area, especially during the epoch of the 
Northern Drift' (‘Memoirs of the Geological Survey of 
Great Britain,* vol. i., 1846). This memoir affords such 
an admirable example of the way in which Forbes com* 
bined and brought into a focus his varied knowledge of 
xOology, palaeontology, and geology, that it may be well 
glance for a moment at some of the results at which he 
arrived. In so doing, however, it will be best to leave 
the animals altogether out of sight, and to restrict our 
a^ntion entirely to the conclusions which Forbes reached 
ai to the origin of the existing British plants, the problem 
as regards these being of a less complex character than it 
is in the case of the former. 
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It is to be remembered, to begin with, that in dealing 
with this problem, Forbes started with a firm belief in the 
doctrine of ‘ specific centres,* or geographical points from 
which the individuals of each species have slowly diffused 
themselves. The problem before Forbes, therefore, was 
how to account, on the basis of ‘ specific centres,* for the 
present distribution of animals and plants in Britain. As 
regards the plants, which alone we shall consider here, 
Forbes showed that there exist in Britain certain well- 
marked areas or regions, characterised by peculiar types 
which do not occur elsewhere. Of these botahical pro- 
vinces he distinguished five, as follows : 

(I.) An area which may be spoken of as the ‘Asturian 
area,’ comprising the mountainous districts of the west and 
south-west of Ireland. Here we meet with a number of 
peculiar plants, comprising the Arbutus, the Mediterranean 
Heath (Erica medUerranea^zxiA several peculiar species of 
saxifrages. The nearest point in Europe where the same 
plants are found growing as natives is in the Asturias, in 
the north of Spain. 

(II.) A second area comprises the south-west of England 
(Devonshire and Cornwall principally), together with the 
south-east of Ireland. In this area we find a number 
of plants of what may be called the ‘Armorican’ type, 
QHUke those found in Britain generally, but intimately 
related to the plants of the Channel Islands and of 
Brittany and Normandy. Amongst these are the Cornish 
Heath (Erica vagans\ the Wild Madder (liuiiaper^na)^ 
the French Tamarisk (Tamarix g(Mka% and various other 
peculiar forms. 

(III.) A third areaeomiuises the sotitheast of Englandt 
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where the plants correspond in many respects to those of 
the opposite coast of France, characteristic forms being the 
Sainfoin {Onobrychis sativa)^ the Bryony {Bryonia dioica), 
several species of Mullein ( Vorbascum)^ and the Box {Buxus 
sempervirens). This is the least well defined of the areas 
which Forbes distinguishes, though many of the land-snails 
which it possesses are peculiar. Both as regards the plants 
and the animals, however, the species are types which are 
especially fond of districts where the white chalk is the 
underlying formation, or where at any rate the soil is 
calcareous:!^ The peculiarities of (heir distribution, there- 
fore, depend essentially upon the distribution of a soil 
suitable for them. 

(IV.) A fourth area may be distinguished by the name of 
the Scandinavian or Arctic area, and comprises the High- 
lands of Scotland, the higher parts of the Lake District of 
Cumberland and Westmorland, and the more elevated 
parts of Wales. Here we meet with numerous species of 
plants identical with, or closely allied to, forms which are 
characteristic of Scandinavia or of the Arctic regions. 
Tlius, we find the Blue Gentian {Gcntiana nivalis) ^ the 
Dwarf Birch (Betula nana)^ the Scotch Primrose {Primula 
silica), the Alpine Veronica ( Veronica alpina)^ two Dwarf 
^^illows {ScUix herbacea and S. reticulata)^ and other 
Ctoiliar northern types. There is, however, a progressive 
^ittiinution of these alpine forms of plants as we proceed 
s^thwards ; the largest number of them being found in 
tie Highlands, a smaller number in the Lake District, and 
a still smaller number in Wales. 

;;(V.) The last area comprises all parts of the British 
l^es not enum<irated in the four r^ns previoudy 
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mentioned, and it is peopled by the general flora of our 
country, which is everywhere present,' alone or in com- 
pany with the others. The plants of this area are 
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identical with those of Central and Western Europe, 
..and may therefore be spoken of as forming the ‘ Germanic 
^pe* of vegemtion. Hiis getural flora of Britain com- 
prises such iinivetsally di^bufod types as die daisy, 
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the primrose, the buttercup, the lesser celandine, and, 
in fact, our ordinary flowering-plants, together with our 
common shrubs and trees. Some of the less abundant 
species of this general flora are confined to the eastern 
counties of England, and a considerable number of 
common English types are not found to occur in Ireland. 

The question next arises — how can the above remark- 
able facts as to the distribution of plants in Britain be 
accounted for? In attempting the solution of this 
problem, Forbes points out three modes in which an 
isolated drea (such as the British Islands) might become 
in the first place peopled by plants or animals : 

( 1 ) By special creation within the area. 

( 2 ) By transport to it. 

(3) By migration before isolation. 

The first of these modes needs no consideration, as the 
British animals and plants, taken as a whole, are identical 
with those of the continent of Europe, and there is there- 
fore no necessity, and indeed no room, for the supposition 
that they were specially created for our area. 

The second mode, namely introduction to the region by 
transport, is insuflicient. Supposing Britain to be, as it 
now is, separated from the Continent, artificial or natural 
means of transport might doubtless serve to explain the 
existence with us of certain animals and plants; but 
H assuredly would not adequately account for the dis- 
tribution of the general flora and fauna of our country. 

The third hypothesis, therefore, alone remains — namely, 
that our animals and plants have been introduced fy 
migration before isolation. In other words, our present 
toimals and plants have^ in the main, simply reached us 
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by migrating hither at a time when Britain was not an 
island, but was directly connected with other regions 
by land. As regards the general or * Germanic* flora, 
there is no difficulty whatever in accepting this theory. 
We have the most abundant evidence that at a geo- 
logically very recent period (subsequent to the coming 
into existence of our ordinary animals and plants), 
Britain was directly connected with the continent of 
Europe, the English Channel and the German Ocean 
being in part or wholly converted into dry land. During 
the same period of elevation, Ireland was united with 
England, by the obliteration of the intervening sea. 
It was, then, during the continuance of this land-con- 
nection, that all our generally distributed plants and 
animals migrated to our area from the Germanic regions 
of the Continent As this migration took place from 
the east, the Germanic animals and plants necessarily 
reached England at an earlier time than they found 
their way to Ireland. We may further explain ‘the 
absence of certain common English plants and animals 
(as, for example, snakes) from Ireland upon the sup- 
position that the ultimate separation of Ireland from 
England took place prior to the severance of the latter 
country from the Continent. 

Modem geological researches also enable us to explain, 
without any difficulty, the existence in the Highlands el 
Scotland and the mountainous districts of the north of 
England and of Wales, of plants peculiar to Scandinavia 
or to the Arctic r^ons. We know, namely, that during 
the glacial period, the greater part of our islands 
participated in the fiigid and Arctic conditions which 
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prevailed in Northern Europe, and in the northern portions 
of North America. At this time, our mountains were 
covered with ice and snow, and the general state of 
things must have been very much what we now see in 
the Arctic regions. During this period of glacial cold, 
a great migration southwards of Arctic animals and plants 
took place, and these, finding suitable life-conditions, 
establishes} themselves far south of their former limits. 
Thus, during this period the Icelandic Scallop i^Pectm 
islandicus)^ and various other shellfish which arc now 
found living in Arctic seas, migrated as far as the coasts 
of Britain, and we find their remains in the glacial clays 
of the estuary of the Clyde, and elsewhere round our 
coasts. Similarly various alpine and Arctic plants 
invaded our area, and took advantage of the cold to 
establish themselves on the low grounds and hills. 
Contemporaneously with this southward migration of 
northern plants and animals, we must suppose a like 
movement to have taken place on the part of the animals 
and plants which had previously inhabited our area. 
These latter would be driven gradually farther and farther 
south by the increasing cold, and a clear field would in 
this way be left for the Arctic invaders. 

When, however, the glacial period ended, and more 
temperate conditions were gradually re-established, a 

f verse movement would be set on foot The southern 
rms of life would again move northwards, and piece 
l^y piece reconquer the territory from which they had 
t^en dispossessed ; while the northern immigrants would 
be driven, step by step, backwards towards the pole. But 
^ the climatic conditions became gradually less severe^ 
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many of the Arctic animals and plants (the latter more 
especially) would not retire northwards, but would be 
driven from the low grounds to the more mountainous 
parts of the country, when the temperature would still be 
cold enough to suit them. Some of these, moreover, 
would in this way succeed in maintaining a permanent 
foothold in the countiy, since the elevation above the sea- 
level to which they had retired, would secure th^ a suffi- 
ciently low temperature for their existence. The above 
processes must, of course, have been very slowly effected ; 
but we need not doubt that Forbes’s views on this point 
were correct, and that the Scandinavian and Arctic plants 
now living in the Scottish Highlands, in the Lake District, 
and in Wales, are only the survivors of a much greater 
number of northern types of life which invaded us during 
the cold of the glacial period. Wc can also easily under- 
stand, on this view, how it should be that the Highlands, 
lying as they do nearer to the original home of the 
northern invaders than either Cumberland or Wales, 
should now possess a greater number of these Arctic 
species than do the two districts last named. 

There remain for consideration, the three smaller floras 
which Forbes distinguished as occurring in the British 
area. The plants characteristic of these three floras 
are, according to Forbes, ‘derived assemblages of plants 
south of the great Germanic group. As the south 
England and of Ireland were in aU probability unsub- 
merged during the glacial epoch, they may have come 
over either before, or during or after that epoch. There 
' dre strong reasons for believing they migrated before.* 

The fflants of , south-east of En^and, constituting 
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what Forbes called the ^ Kentish Flora/ must have been 
derived from the north-western provinces of France, and 
must have migrated into our area at a time when the 
Strait of Dover had no existence. We have no evidence 
as to the precise time when the Strait of Dover was 
formed] but it is not improbable that its formation, 
as believed by Forbes, was anterior to the severance of 
the genegil land-connection between the eastern counties 
of England and the opposite, shores of Belgium and 
Holland. In this case the Kentish flora would be con- 
siderably older than the general * Germanic * flora of our 
country. 

The plants of the second or * Armorican * flora 
must have migrated into Devonshire, Cornwall, and 
South-eastern Ireland, at a time when all these regions 
were connected with one another and also with Brittany 
and Normandy by land. According to Forbes's view, 
this must have taken place at a time anterior to the 
great glacial submergence of Britain ; so that the 
Armorican flora is also more ancient than either the 
Scandinavian or the Germanic floras. 

With regard to the Asturian flora of the south-West of 
Ireland there are greater difficulties. The plants of this 
flora are species which ‘at present are forms peculiar to 
:Or abundant in the great peninsula of Spain and Portugal, 
ipnd especially in Asturias.' There are, however, many 
:^unds for believing that these plants migrated from 
; Spain into Ireland at a period when there existed a direct 
land-connection between these two regions, now separate 
by such a wide stretch of sea. Difficult as it may appear 
to establish any reasonable probability of there having 
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existed (since the differentiation of our existing species of 
plants took place) a connection by continuous land 
between Spain and Ireland, Forbes boldly faced the 
problem. He brought forward geological and palaeonto- 
logical evidence in support of the daring hypothesis that 
towards the close of the Miocene period a great tract of 
land, ‘bearing the peculiar flora and fauna of the type now 
known as Mediterranean, extended far into th^ Atlantic 
— past the Azores — and tjiat, in all probability, the great 
semicircular belt of Gulf-weed ranging between the 
fifteenth and forty-fifth degrees of north latitude, and 
constant in its place, marks the position of that ancient 
land, and had its parentage on its solid bounds.* Over 
this land that flora, of which we have now a few fragments 
in the west of Ireland, might with facility have migrated.^ 
On this hypothesis, the peculiar ‘Asturian* plants of 
Cornwall, Devonshire, and Western Ireland are the 
remains of the oldest flora in the British Islands, and 
their introduction into our area took place at the end of 
the Miocene period. 

* The Guif'Weed (Sargassnm bacciferum) is the seaweed which gives rise to the 
^Sargasso’sea* so well known to navigators since the time of Columhui. Though 
not now attached, it is very closely related to species of SargassHm which are 
essentially littoral seaweeds, or live in shallow water near the shore. Eminent 
botanical authorities, therefore, are of opinion that the Gulf-weed was at one time a 
fixed seaweed, and that ito present condition is an.abnormal one. As the present 
Gulf-weed does not propagate itself by fructification, but apparently simply by 
breakage, this view would seem to be very probably correct. In this case there is 
much to be said for the hypothesis of Forbe^ that the fvesent belt of Gnlf-weed 
in the Atlantic marks the position of an ancient coaat-line, now deeply submerged. 




THE DAWN OF THE EVOLUTIONARY 
PERIOD. 

ERASMUS DARWIN. 

We enter now upon the final phase of zoological science, 
so far as we are here concerned — namely, the phase in 
which naturalists definitely accepted the principle of 
^Evolution* as the key to biological problems of all 
sorts, and more especially as explaining the much-vexed 
question of the origin of ‘specie.s.’ The two names which 
are most intimately associated with the modern theory of 
the origin of * species* by ‘Descent with Modification* — 
the ‘ Descendenz-theorie * of the Germans — ^are those of 
Lamarck and of Charles Darwin. The former of these 
wrote his ‘Philosophie Zoologique* in the beginning of 
Ahe present century ; and the latter gave to the world his 
l^och-making work on ‘The Origin of Species by means 
|»f Natural Selection* in the year 1859. The views put 
|prward in these two celebrated works will be shortly 
Iketched hereafter. In order, however, to trace with any 
l^retence to completeness the beginnings of the modem 
^leories as to the evolution of living beings, it is necessary 
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to return to the pre-Cuvierian period, and to glance at 
the life and scientific opinions of Erasmus Darwin, the 
grandfather of Charles Darwin, who may be regarded 
as the first expositor, in any systematic form, of the 
doctrine of the evolution of plants and animals from 
pre-existent species. 

Erasmus Darwin was bom on the 12th of December 
1731, at Elton Hall, near Newark, Nottinghamshire. He 
was educated as a medical man, and had a most successful 
professional career, first in Nottingham, then in Lichfield, 
and finally in Derby. He married twice; and his son, 
Robert Waring Darwin, the father of Charles Darwin, was 
the offspring of his first marriage. He died in 1802.* 
To quote Mr Grant Allen :f powerful, robust, athletic 
man, in florid health and of temperate habits, yet with the 
full-blooded tendency of the eighteenth century vividly 
displayed in his ample face and broad features, Erasmus 
Darwin bubbled over with irrepressible vivacity, the 
outward and visible sign of that overflowing energy which 
forms everywhere one of the most marked determining 
conditions of high genius. Sriong in body and strong in 
mind, a teetotaler before teetotalism, an abolitionist before 
the anti-slavery movement, he had a great contempt for 
weaknesses and prejudices of every sort, aiid he rose far 
superior to the age in which he lived in breadth of view 
and freedom from preconceptions.’ 

From very early years Erasmus Darwin had shown a 

* An account Eiasmus tHkrwin ia to be found in Dr Krause's ' Erasmus 
Darwin und seine Slellung in. der Qeschidste der Descendenz-theorie/ z88o. 
Further detaUs are i^ven hi ^ sa^ author’s 'Charles Darwin und sein Verhaitniss 

au Deutsqlilimd/ xS$5r . 

t Giant Alkn, of Char)«a ]>inivuirVxtt^^ , ' 
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strong leaning towards poetry, which in later life he was 
enabled to indulge, not altogether to the advantage of his 
reputation. To quote Mr Grant Allen once more, his 
poetry, * though ingenious as everything else he did, had a 
certain false gallop of verse about it, which has doomed it 
to become, since Canning’s parody,* a sort of warning 
beacon against the worst faults of the post-Augustan 
decadence in the ten-syllabled metre.’ Erasmus Darwin’s 
poetical works, however, though not worthy of preservation 
as specimens of poetical art, derive a historical interest 
from the scientific conceptions which they embody. The 
best known of them is the curious treatise entitled ‘ The 
Botanic Garden.* The second part of this singular lucubra- 
tion appeared anonymously in 1788, under the name of 
‘ The Loves of the Plants the first part, entitled * The 
Economy of Vegetation,’ not having been published till 
1790. ^The Botanic Garden’ dealt, in poetical fashion, with 
the life of plants, and it was at first received with much 
favour by the public, though its popularity was short- 
lived, and at the present day it is probably never read 
at all. 

Erasmus Darwin’s most famous and really . most 
ii^portant work was, however, his ‘ Zoonomia, or the Laws 
o| Organic Life,' the first edition of which was published 
iti London (1794-96), in two volumes quarto. The 
social interest of this work lies in the fact that in it can 
traced the foreshadowing of a large portion of the 
no^dem theory of the evolution of living beings. In so 

f^> therefore, as this is the case, Jt may be fairly claimed 

' 

. ^jC$xume wrote a parody upon Eva^ua Dar«da*f 'Loires of Fltmts’ with 
* Loves of t^Xiiangte^^ ^ 

.4 - ' ■ O'- 
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that to Erasmus Darwin, rather than to Lamarck, belongs 
the honour of having first given coherent expression to 
those vague ideas as to the origin of species from pre- 
existent species, which, floating formkssly in the minds of 
many of the thinkers of this period, ultimately .crystallised 
into the modem theory of ‘Descent with Modification.’ 
It is only, however, when read in the light of our present 
knowledge that the real value of Erasmus Darwin’s 
‘Zoonomia’ becomes evident, and that we can recognise 
. how greatly it was, as regards some of its leading ideas, 
in advance of the time at which it was written. In this 
respect, as remarked by Dr Krause, Erasmus Darwin 
suffered a fate simile to that of Goethe, ‘in whose 
prophetic glances into the world of science the experts of 
the day would see nothing but the melancholy con- 
sequences of dilettanteism.’ 

It would be out of place here to enter into a detailed 
analysis of a work so complex, and in many respects so 
miscellaneous, as the ‘Zoonomia;’ but it may be of mterest 
to indicate to what extent it dontained the germs of the 
modem theories of evolution. It is to be remembered 
that Erasmus Darwin lived and wrote at a time when the 
great majority of naturalists believed implicitly in the 
doctrine of the immutability of ‘species.’ A few writers 
had vientured to si^est the possibility of the ttansmutar 
don of species; but mostly in doubtful fiishion, or upon 
. purely spemilative grounds. Buffon, about the middle Of 
die eighteenth century, had clep^ly hinted in his ‘Hi^oire 
Nhtur^e’ at the posnble, or even probable, evdution of 
Specif firomi pre-existing. species; but he had so carefully 
hed^ -upon the poin.^ dist his pinion was .deprived of 
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almost all the weight which might otherwise have been 
attached to it Goethe, likewise, arrived at the idea of the 
mutability of species, but he only expressed his views 
* aphoristically,* and they met with no acceptance from the 
world at large. Erasmus Darwin, however, firmly grasped 
and clearly laid down many of the principles which are 
involved in the modem theories of the evolution of 
species. His views on this question are mostly contained 
in the section of the ‘Zoonomia* which deals with the 
function of reproduction ; but most of the ideas to which 
he had been led had been more or less explicitly 
propounded in the previously published ‘Loves of the 
Plants.* 

In the first place, he not only recognised the natural 
variations which present themselves in different individuals 
of a species, but also those which are the result of 
^rtificinl or accidental cultivation. Thus, he pointed out 
the numerous stractural peculiarities which have been 
induced in special breeds of such animals as horses and 
dogs, which have been long exercised for particular 
j^rposes; and he drew attention to the fact that some 
of our domestic animals had undergone changes so great 
^t it was now no longer possible to determine with 
Certainty from what wild species they had their origin. 
Pe also indicated that variations, sometimes of con- 
|derable importance, such as the presence of an additional 
^git, or the want of the tail, might occur, and might 
^come permanent , 

J In the second place, he clearly recognised the principle 
^ herediQr; and he pointed out that not only might 
^ smtctur^ peodiarities of individnal animals be trans- 



228 NATURAL HISTORY, 

tnitted to their offspring, but that even some of the 
habits of the parents may be similarly handed on to the 
young. It is only, he remarks, from the imperfection 
of language that we speak of a young organism as being 
a new animal. The young animal is ‘in truth a branch 
or elongation of the parent ; since a part of the embtyon- 
animal is, or was, a part of the parent; and therefore 
in strict language it cannot be said to be entirely new at 
the time of its production.’ 

In the third place, he divined that the community of 
fundamental structure which can be shown to underlie 
the differences which separate different groups of animals, 
affords an ^ priori presumption in favour of a community 
of descent for these groups. On this point, he remarks : 
‘When we revolve in our minds the great similarity of 
structure which obtains in all the warm-blooded animals, 
as well quadrupeds, birds, and amphibious anim^-ls, as 
in mankind; from the mouse and bat to the elephant 
and whale; one is led to conclude that they have* been 
alike produced from a similar living filament’ 

Up to this point, then, Erasmus Darwin had obviously 
grasped several of the leading principles in the modem 
theory of the Origin of Species by ‘ descent with modifica- 
tion.’ He understood the principles of variation and 
inheritance, and he comprehended the importance of 
‘homologous’ structures as proving blood-relationship. 
Some of his further views, however, were more akin to 
those afterwards put forth hy^ Lamarck than to those 
which were expounded by Ids illustrious grandson in 
the * of Species by means of Natural Selection.’ 
Tbusi he seems to have thought that interbreeding 
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between different species of animals was a probable cause 
of modification. Again, he appears to ascribe to the 
desires of the individual a greater power in producing 
modifications of its structure than modem zoologists 
would be disposed to allow. On this subject his views 
are unfortunately not as unequivocal as might be wished, 
since, though he uses the word ‘ desires,’ it is not clear 
that he does not really mean the needs of the animal, in 
which case he would only mean what Lamarck in his 
writings understood by the term ‘besoins.’ Erasmus 
Darwin’s views on this point are so interesting and 
remarkable that we may quote in full the passage in 
which they are set forth ; 

‘From their first rudiment, or primordium, to the 
termination of their lives, all animals,’ he remarks, 
‘undergo perpetual transformations; which are in part 
produced by their own exertions in consequence of their 
desires and aversions, of their pleasures and their pains, 
or of imitations, or of associations; and many of 
these acquired forms or propensities are transmitted to 
their posterior. 

‘As air and water are supplied to animals in sufficient- 
i)rofusion, the three great objects of desire which have 
changed the forms of many animals by their exertions 
io gratify them, are those of love, hunger, and security. 
^ great want of one part of the animal world has 
insisted in the desire of the exclusive possession of 
^e females; and these have acquired weapons to 
Ibmbat each other for this purpose, as the very thick, 
iMeldlike, homy, skin on the shoulder of the boar is 
§ d^enqe only agiubast animals of his own spedes. 
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who Strike obliquely upwards, nor are his tusks for 
other purposes, except to defend himself, as he is not 
naturally a carnivorous animal. So the horns of the 
stag are sharp to oflend his adversary, but are branched 
for the purpose of parrying or receiving the thrusts of 
horns similar to his own, and have therefore been 
formed for the purpose of combating other stags for the 
exclusive possession of the females; who are observed, 
like the ladies in the times of chivalry, to attend the 
car of the victor. 

‘The birds which do not carry food to their young, 
and do not therefore marry, are armed with spurs for 
the purpose of fighting for the exclusive possession of 
the females, as cocks and quails. It is certain that 
these weapons are not provided for their defence against 
other adversaries, because the females of these species 
are without this armour. The final cause of this 
contest among the males seems to be, that the 
strongest and most active animal should propagatb the 
species, which should thence become improved. 

‘Another great want consists in the means of pro- 
curing food, which has diversified the forms of all 
species of animals. Thus the nose of the swine has 
become hard for the purpose of turning up the soil 
in search of insects and of roots. The trunk of the 
elephant is an elongation of the nose for the purpose 
of pulling down the branches of trees for his food, and 
for taking up water without bending his knees. Beasts 
of prey have acquired strong jaws or talons. Cattle 
have aequired a rough tongue and a rough palate to 
ptiill off the blades of gmss, as cows and sheep^ 
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Some birds have acquired harder beaks to crack nuts, 
as the parrot. Others have acquired beaks adapted 
to break the harder seeds, as sparrows. Others, for 
the softer seeds of flowers, or the buds of trees, 
as the finches. ^ Other birds have acquired long beaks 
to penetrate the moister soils in search of insects or 
roots, as woodcocks; and others, broad ones to filtrate 
the water of lakes, and to retain aquatic insects, as 
ducks. All which forms seem to have been gradually 
produced during many generations by the perpetual 
endeavour of the creatures to supply the want of food, 
and to have been delivered to their posterity with 
constant improvement of them for the purposes required. 

^The third great want among animals is that of 
security, which seems much to have diversified the 
Ibrms of their bodies and the colour of them; these 
consist in the means of escaping other animals more 

'5^ 

^powerful than themselves. Hence some animals have 
‘acquired wings instead of legs, as the smaller birds, 
fcff the purpose of escape. Others, great length of fin 
pt of membrane, as the flying-fish and the bat Others, 
swiftness of foot, as the hare. Others have acquired 
'^Itard or armed shdls, as the tortoise and the Echinus 


htarimts [the sea-urchin]. Mr Osbeck, a pupil of 
lUnnsBus, mentions the American frog-fish, Lophius 
|^Aw, which inhabits the large floating islands of sea- 
l^esd about the Cape of Good Hope, and has fulcra 
^seinbling, leaves, that the fishes of prqr may rnistake 
^^'^ Ae.^we^ which- it inhabits. , . 

l^irivwces icx the purposes of security otenri 
:is .secu m . the wondaful . SiUd 
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various - means of their concealing or defending their 
honey froih insects, and their seeds from birds. On 
the other hand, swiftness of wing has been acquired 
by hawks and swallows to pursue their prey; and a 
proboscis of admirable structure has bqen acquired by 
the bee, the moth, and the humming-bird, for the 
purpose of plundering the nectaries of flowers. All 
which seem to have been formed by the original living 
filament, excited into action by the necessities of the 
creatures which possess them, and on which their 
existence depends.* 

It is a matter of great interest to note in the fore- 
going passage that ^Erasmus Darwin had got hold of 
one side of the principle which his grandson subsequently 
elaborated into his theory of ^Sexual Selection* — the 
principle, namely, that certain structural peculiarities can 
be acquired, and when acquired may be intensified in 
the process of inheritance, owing to the fact that only 
those males possessing the peculiarity have the oppor- 
tunity of Ijeaving descendants. Erasmus Darwin, how- 
ever, ascribed to a ‘final cause* what Charles Darwin 
would have regarded as a result We also see in the 
above, that Erasmus Darwin clearly recognised the 
significance and importance of. what are now called 
^protective resemblances.** On the other hand, he 
curiously inverts the case where he speaks of the con- 
trivances by which plants protect or conceal their honey 
from insects; and no one has done more than his own 

* In otihor he gives a much fuUer account of protective resembbuces 

among hnimubt the adduces amny jnstances^ as toi which he nya that thoh^ the 
^anaVcattm^ efM^t cauM would seem almoist beyond 

. cohiechuret" 
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grandson to prove how numerous, varied, and complex 
are the contrivances by which many plants aitract insects, 
for the purpose of having their seeds fertilised. 

In another passage, Erasmus Darwin makes special 
note of the extiaordinarily rapid multiplication of living 
beings, and he recognised that the great majority of 
the young of each species must of necessity perish 
before reaching maturity. In this, however, he saw 
nothing more than a provision of nature to prevent the 
species, as a species, from suffering extinction. He 
failed, therefore, just at the point where Charles 
Darwin succeeded; and he does not appear to have 
suspected that it is this fact which forms the starting- 
point of the long series of causes concerned in the 
origination of new species. No traces, in fact, of the 
law of ‘Natural Selection,’ as subsequently set forth 
by Charles Darwin, can be detected in his utterances 
tipon this subject 

• With regard to the general conclusions at which 
Erasmus Darwin arrived, he concluded that ‘all animals 
have a common origin, namely from a single living 
filament, and that the difference of their forms and 
qualities has arisen only from the different irritabilities 


and sensibilities, or voluntarities, or associabilities, of 
original living^ filament’ Hence he thought it 
%Ot impossibte .but the great variety of species of animals 
tihich now tenant the earth may have had their origin 
%m the mixture of a few natural orders.’ Indeed, 
l|| goes further than. this would imply> since he says 
i^ a hrteii: passage ; ^ From thus meditating on the great 
i^Uarity of the structure, of the warm-blooded animals, 
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and at the same time of the great changes they undergo 
both before and after their nativity ; and by considering 
in how minute a portion of time many of the changes of 
the animals above described have been produced ; would 
it be too bold to imagine that all warm-blooded animals 
have arisen from one living filament, which The Great 
First Cause endued with animality, with the power 
of acquiring new parts, attended with new propensities 
directed by irritations, sensations, volitions, and associ- 
ations; and thus possessing the faculty of continuing to 
improve by its own inherent activity, and of delivering 
down those improvements by generation to its posterity, 
world without end ? ^ 

It is clear, therefore, that Erasmus Darwin not only 
taught the doctrine of the origin of species by descent 
with modification, but he regarded the course of develop- 
ment as an ascending one. This is rendered quite certain 
by a still later passage, in which he expresses the opinion 
that, ‘from the beginning of the existence of this terra- 
queous globe, the animals which inhabit it have con- 
stantly improved, and are stiU in a state of progressive 
improvement' He adds, ‘this idea of the gradual genera- 
tion of all things seems to have been as familiar to the 
ancient philosophers as to the modem ones; and to 
have given rise to the beautiful hieroglyphic figliire of 
the mMy or first great egg, produced by night— that 
* is,^ whose origin is involved in obscurity, animated 
by that is, by divine love; from whence proceeded 
all tMngs which exist' 

Nat only did Eiasmua Parwin accept the: p^a^ld of 
evolution aa applied to liyhig bein^; but he quotes 
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with approval the idea which Hume had put forth, that 
the globe itself ‘might have been gradually produced 
from veiy small beginnings, increasing by the activity of 
its inherent principles rather than by a sudden evolution 
of the whole by the Almighty fiat’ Nor did he regard 
this view as being in the smallest degree antagonistic 
to the.Theistic conception of the universe; for he adds: 
‘What a magnificent idea of the infinite power of the 
GREAT ARCHITECT ! THE CAUSE OF CAUSES ! PARENT OF 
PARENTS ! ENS ENTIUM !’ 




THE TRANSMUTATION OF SPECIES. 

LAMARCK. 

Up to the middle of the present century, naturalists in 
general had regarded ‘species,’ both of animals and 
plants, as immutable entities, founded upon abstract 
conceptions in the mind of a Creative Bemg, and 
necessarily incapable of modification except within the 
narrowest limits. It was held that each species had 
been created with a determinate and invariable organisa- 
tion, by which it was specially adapted to the particular 
region which it inhabited. On this view, the habits of 
the species were the necessary result t>f its organisation, 
and as the latter was believed not to vary, so U Was 
assumed that the former were also invariable. We have 
seen that Edward* Forbes held this opinion, and that 
it was to the same doctrine that Cuvier lent ^ support 
of his immense influence and his vast learning. * 

At the present day> it is questionable ^ there tndst 
any naturalists who regard ‘spedes ’ as being mdependeUt 
creations^ ip ^e sense in whieh Ouvier &nd . 

Forbes hel4| tmt they were. 1 The principle of evolutiop) 



THE TRANSMUTATION OP SPECIES. 237 

on the other hand, is, in one form or another, almost 
or quite universally admitted. Opinions may and do 
differ as to the extent to which evolution has operated, 
and as to the precise method or methods in which the 
process has been carried out. Admittedly, also, there 
are still many difficulties remaining unexplained, or only 
partially explained, by any theory of evolution. All 
naturalists, however, are now willing to admit that the 
existing species of animals have been produced by the 
gradual modification of pre-existing species, and that 
these, in turn, have been evolved from a still older series 
of specific forms. 

The successful accomplishment of this revolution in 
the Philosophy of Zoology must be associated with the 
great name of Charles Darwin. We have seen, however, 
Aat the application of the principle of evolution to 
the solution of the problems of organic life was first 
systematically attempted by Erasmus Darwin, at the end 
of last century. In the beginning of the present century, 
the same principle was applied, more rigidly, and with 
greater completeness, to the problem of the origin of 
species by the celebrated French zoologist, De Lamarck, 
whose life and writings may be briefly glanced at 
here. 

i Jean Bsiptiste Piene Antoine de Monet, usually known 
^ the Q^valier de Lamarck, was bom on the ist of 
4ngust 1 * 4 , at Bezantin, a small village in Picardy. He 
of noble descent, but his father was poor, and being 
me youngest of a large family he was educated with a view 
^ entering the church# He had, however, an invincible 
4lPUgnance to a clerical life, and when his fiitfaer died in 
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1760, he at once abandoned his studies, and betook 
himself straightway to the French army, which was at 
that time in Germany. He was admitted as a volunteer in 
a regiment of Grenadiers, and the next day distinguished 
himself so highly on the field of battle, that he was at 
once made an officer. His military career was, how- 
ever, shortly thereafter brought to an abrupt close, in 
consequence of an injury inflicted upon him in sport by 
one of his companions, which necessitated the perform- 
ance of a severe surgical operation, and left him 
permanently unfitted for the life of a soldier. He was 
therefore compelled to earn his own living as best he 
could, and to begin *with he became a banker’s clerk, a 
position in which he remained a long time. For four 
years he studied medicine, but he ultimately abandoned 
this, and devoted the whole of his spare time to scientific 
studies, his favourite subjects at first being meteorology 
and botany. 

To the study of botany in particular Lamarck applied 
himself with the greatest diligence; and in 1778 he 
published his first book, the * Flore Frangaise.’ This was 
a sort of descriptive catalogue of all the known species of 
plants in France, and its special object was to allow of 
the ready identification of Any * unknown plant. The 
method of arrangement adopted in this work is what has 
been called the ^ dichotomous ^ or ^ binary ’ ampgement, 
a method which has the merit of great simpfiofy, though 
in itself essentially ^artificial. Lamarck was perfectly 
acquainted with the natural spt^m of classification of plants, 
whic^ bad be^ introduced into botany hy Jpmm 
and he feUy iecognised the merits of this as a 
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philosophical arrangement. He recognised, however, that 
the very merits of the natural classification render it 
difficult of use by beginners. A natural arrangement can- 
not be employed without difficulty for the mere purpose 
of identifying an unknown species. On the other hand, 
an artificial system, like that introduced into botany by 
Linnaeus, can be used with the utmost ease in the identi- 
fication of species, though it has the philosophical demerit 
of associating together forms which have no real relation- 
ships to one another. The method employed by Lamarck 
in the ‘Flore Frangaise’ was a sort of combination of 
the natural and artificial methods of classification. The 
‘ dichotomous ’ or analytical method consists, in fact, in a 
classification of natural objects by means of positive and 
ipiegative characters, the characters selected being always 
obvious and easily recognised. In the identification of a 
species, therefore, the choice is always restricted to one of 
fwo opposite characters, and the method proceeds by 
constantly dividing and subdividing by two. The dicho- 
tomous method of classification, as adopted by Lamarck 
m botany, has been used also in natural history. When 
Ohfe has to deal with very large groups of nearly allied 
ifpecies, such, for example, as the different groups which 
institute the order of the =®eetles, or in the case of the 
different species of a single large genus;; the dichotomous 
]||ethod || sometimes extremely useful. It is, however, 
Wtinctly an artificial method, and labours under the 
i&erent weakness that a group defined by a negative 
^aracter only must be artificial in principle, and is hardly 
^eiy to prove in actual practice to be natural even by 

‘■^idenV ^ -V ■ ' 
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At the time when Lamarck published his ^ Flore 
Frangaise/ botany, owing largely to the influence of 
Rousseau, was a favourite subject of study in France; 
and the work was very favourably received. Its publica- 
tion led to his obtaining the friendship and patronage of 
Buffon, and also to his being appointed to a subordinate 
place in the botanical department of the Academy of 
Sciences. Bufibn likewise sent him, as tutor to his son, 
on a tour through Europe, and obtained for him at the 
same time a sort of ofHcial commission to visit foreign 
botanical gardens and museums, whereby he much in- 
creased his knowledge of plants and animals. Lamarck 
now continued to prosecute diligently his studies on 
plants, and published some large and excellent botanical 
treatises ; but unfortunately he remained poor^ and with- 
out any remunerative or permanent employment Ulti- 
mately he was appointed curator of the botanical collec- 
tions of the * Cabinet du RpL* In 1793, however, even 
this ill-paid post was suppressed by the National Assembly, 
when the ‘Cabinet du Roi’ became converted into the 
Museum of Natural History and the ‘ Jardin des Plantes.’ 
In this new institution Lamarck was called upon to take 
the professorship of the Vermes and Insecta of Linnjeus, 
or, as we should now say, of the Invertebrate Animals. 

At this time, the Invertebrate animals were exceedingly 
ill understood, if we except the Insecta^ ^ 

very much in the condition in which they had been left by 
Lihnseus. Besides, Lamarck, who was now .fifty y 
old, had not previously studied zoology closely, and was 
very imperfectly acqumnted with any of the ^^pups of the 
^ Ittvertetattes, except' ‘the Molluscs, ihe : 
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always been one of his favourite , subjects of study. It 
was characteristic of the ardent and enthusiastic tempera- 
ment of the man, and of the thoroughness with which he 
threw himself into his work, that starting in this way, in 
advanced life, and with a subject almost new to him, he 
should have been able finally to give to the world that 
gigantic and classical exposition of his special depart- 
ment known as the ^ Histoire Naturelle des^ Animaux sans 
Vertfebres.’ The first edition of this great and famous 
work was published between the years 1815-1822, in 
seven octavo volumes, of which five were written wholly 
by Lamarck himself. Owing to the failure of his sight, 
he was assisted in the part relating to the insects by 
Latreille; and when his sight wholly gave way, the 
remainder of the work was written by Valenciennes, or 
drawn up by one of his daughters from his previously 
written notes and papers. The second edition of this 
work, edited by Deshayes and Henri Milne-Edwards, is 
the one now generally used. It is in eleven volumes 
octavo, and was published between 1835 1845. It is 

hot necessary here to enter into any detailed analysis of 
this wonderful work. It is still indispensable to working 
^logists, in almost all the groups of Invertebrate 
^imals; and the classification adopted in it is in many 
r|$peGts a great improvement upon any that had preceded 
His primary division of the animal kingdom into 
* |^pathetic,* * Sentient,^ and * Intelligent ’ animals, even if 
4^ expresses an underlying truth, is one practically in^ 
ajlplicable; It is, however, to Lamarck that we owe the 
exceedingly useful general name of * Invertebrate Animals * 
}he entire series of animals below the Vcrtebrata. 
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Lamarck’s later life was an unfortunate one, and it was 
greatly to the discredit of his countrymen, usually so 
prompt to recognise and reward genius, that it should 
have been so. He was attacked by a disease of the eyes, 
which at first led only to an impairment of vision, but 
which terminated ip total blindness. His limited savings 
had been lost in some unlucky investment, and he was 
thus deprived not only of his employment but also of the 
means of life. His closing years were therefore passed in 
extreme poverty and in helplessness, though the latter 
affliction was to some extent alleviated by the devoted 
affection of one of his daughters. He died on the i8th of 
December 1829, in fhe eighty-fifth year of his age. 

The name of I^marck can never be forgotten in the 
history of zoology ; and his great work on the Invertebrate 
Animals would alone have been sufficient to secure this. 
He also left a permanent mark in certain special groups 
of Invertebrates, and particularly as regards the Mollusca; 
his labours as to living and fossil shell-fish having been 
of great extent, and having produced results of great 
value. Lamarck, however, was very much more than a 
mere observer, describer, or classifier of animals. He 
possessed a singularly original mind, prone to generalisa- 
tion, and bold to rashness in its conceptions. In all 
the subjects which he touched, he showed this tendency; 
and it is no matter for surprise to find him the author 
of such books as the ‘ Syst&me analytique des Connais- 
sances positives de THomme’ and the ^Philosophic 
2 k)ologique,’ to say nothing of bis writings on the Theory 
of Cheraistiy or 00 Hydrogeblogy. The most famous 
of hk ^itosophical or theoretical treatises is his ^ 
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sophie Zoologique,’ published in 1809, in two volumes 
octavo ; and the fame of this rests in large part upon the 
fact that it was here that he first laid do\vn what may be 
regarded as the earliest definite theory of evolution, as 
applied to living beings. 

The only parts of Lamarck’s theoretical views with 
which we are specially concerned here, are those relating 
to the nature of ‘species,’ and as to the way in which 
species originated. Up to this dme, naturalists in general 
believed that though ‘ species ’ might be capable of varia- 
tion, such variations were only possible within certain 
definite limits. On this view, a species might oscillate 
backwards and forwards on both sides of a central line, 
but it would sooner or later return to the position of 
etiuilibrium represented by the type-form of the species. 
This view was the one held by the illustrious Cuvier, 
and by many naturalists long after the time of Lamarck. 
Many, indeed, believed that ‘species’ of animals and 
plants were special creations^ and as such necessarily in- 
capable of transmutation. This, for example, was, as has 
been seen, the view held by Edward Forbes. A few 
observers (such as Dr Erasmus Darwin, Isid, Geoffroy 
St Hilaire, and Goethe) had begun to doubt the stability 
or permanence of species as early as the end of the 
^ghteenth century. Lamarck not only reached this belief 
independently, but clearly formulated it, first in 1801, then 
lit the ‘ Philosophic Zoologique ’ in 1809, and finally in 
tje introduction to the ‘Animaux sans Vertfebres’ in 

cLamarck was led to his views as to the transmutability 
.spedes by his study of varieties^ the ever-recurring 
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Stumbling-block of systematic zoologists. The general 
ideas which are in the minds of naturalists when they 
speak of ‘species’ are expressed by the definition, that 
a ‘species’ of animals consists of an assemblage of indi- 
vidualsy all resembling each other ^ and producing their like by 
generation. Thus, all wolves* resemble each other and 
produce fertile young; hence wolves constitute a single 
‘species,’ the Cams lupus oi Linnaeus. Similarly, the 
individuals of the lion, tiger, brown bear, and so on, 
resemble each other and produce fertile young, thus con- 
stituting so many distinct ‘ species ’ of animals. There is, 
however, the obvious difficulty that the individuals of any 
species do not altogether resemble each other. They 
resemble each other in generals, but not in particulars. 
All wolves are alike, but they are not absolutely alike. 
Besides, in many cases the differences which exist in the 
individuals which compose any given species may be 
very considerable; and so far as our observation goes, 
they may be permanent differences. This is moSt con- 
spicuously the case among our domesticated animals, such 
as the dog or pig. Such species are known by every 
one to contain certain groups of individuals which differ 
extraordinarily from each other ; and the differences 
distinctive of these groups are to all appearance as per- 
sistent as the differences which separate distinct species. 
Thus, to take the case of dogs, the mastiff, greyhound, 
bulldog, terrier, and so on represent such groups of differ- 
ing individuals, which in common language are known 
as different ‘ breeds ’ or ‘ races * of dogs. Such breeds ate 
in some cases known to have existed without notable 
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change from the very earliest historical times onwards. 
Though, for readily intelligible reasons, seen in a more 
marked form in domestic animals than in wild ones, such 
groups of differing individuals are seen in a vast number 
of species of animals from the lowest to the highest. 
Most ‘ species ’ of animals, therefore, include one or more 
‘varieties;’ and this is a phenomenon quite as well seen 
in the vegetable kingdom as amongst animals. 

Now, the question arises — at what point do the differ- 
ences which distinguish a ‘variety’ from a ‘species’ 
become so pronounced, that we conclude that we have a 
fresh species to deal with, and not a mere variety of an 
old species ? This is a point upon which naturalists have 
not as yet succeeded in laying clown any fixed rules. 
From the nature of the problem, it is extraordinarily 
difficult to detect any underlying principle to guide us in 
practice in deciding between species and varieties. 
Hence, in what are called ‘variable’ genera (such, for 
example, as the genus Eubus, including the brambles, or 
the genus SaliXy containing the willows), observers have 
never been able to agree as to the precise number of 
species which exists even in a small country like Britain 
—since what one observer sets down as two species, 
another equally competent authority will regard as being 
only a species and its variety. The test usually adopted 
by naturalists in distinguishing between varieties and 
sp^es is what has been called the ‘physiological test.’ 
T^t is to say, when the individuals of a given assera- 
bllge of animals or plants are fertile, and are capable of 
rise to fertile ^offspring, then they are usually 
redded as constituting a single species^ however greatly 
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they may differ among themselves in structure or appear- 
ance. * Varieties/ therefore, are supposed to be always 
capable of interbreeding with the type-form of the species. 
On the other hand, if two groups of animals or plants, 
otherwise nearly resembling each other, are found to be 
incapable of producing fertile offspring by intercrossing, 
then they, are regarded as constituting ttvo distinct species. 
The physiological test, however, is wholly inapplicable 
to extinct organisms, where the same difficulties as to the 
distinction between species and varieties exist as among 
living forms. It also cannot be applied without some 
serious reservations even as regards living beings, since 
some organisms whi^ are otherwise clearly recognisable 
as distinct species, are undoubtedly capable of producing 
fertile offspring by interbreeding. This is seen in the 
case of various plants, and in a few instances among 
animals. 

Lamarck was profoundly impressed with the difficulty 
of separating species from varieties, and also with the 
very wide range of the variability shown by many animals 
and plants. To this point he recurs again and again. 

‘ In proportion,’ says he, ‘ as we gather together the pro- 
ductions of nature — in proportion as our collections 
become more and more extensive, in the same propor- 
tion do we see blank after blank filled up and our lines 
of separation effaced. We find ourselves reduced to an 
arbitrary determination, which at one time compels us to 
seize on the most minute .varietal dififerences as characters 
of what we call a species^ while at another time it forces 
us to set down those slightly differing individuals of 
which other observem make a specie^ as really nothing 
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more than a variety^ Every working naturalist will 
heartily concur in the truth of these remarks. 

Lamarck, therefore, though willing to accept the 
ordinary definition of a ‘species* as ‘a collection of 
similar individuals which were produced by individuals 
like themselves,* rejected the idea of the constancy of 
species. He maintained that those characters of a species 
which we call ‘specific* were liable to variation, and he 
supposed that this variation was indefinite. Hence, he 
maintained that the constancy of species is not absolute, 
but only relative to the circumstances in which all the 
individuals of the species are placed. 

Species, then, according to Lamarck, represent groups 
of individuals which are only stable so long as their 
environment remains essentially unchanged. That species 
should appear to us to be permanent, he explained 
upon the ground that our observations had only extended 
Over a few thousand years, and that this period had not 
been long enough to allow of the transformation of 
any one species into any other, especially as terrestrial 
changes have been quite slight and unimportant during 
the whole period embraced by human observation. 

‘A multitude of facts,* says Lamarck, ‘teach us that 
in proportion as the individuals of our “ species ’* change 
&eir locality, their climate, their manner of living, or 
^eir habits, in the same proportion they become subject 
to influences which bit by bit change the consistence 
Ind proportions of their parts, their form, their faculties, 
mn their organisation, in sudi manner that, given suffi> 
dent time, everything in them paitidpates in the muta- 
tfpns to which they are exposed 
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‘ In the same climate, the first result of a wide difference 
of habitat or environment is to give rise to simple 
variation of the individuals affected by these differences. 
But in the progress of time the prolonged difference of 
habitat in individuals which go on living, and reproducing 
themselves under similar conditions, gives rise in them 
to differences which become to some extent essential to 
their existence. Hence, in the course of many succeeding 
generations, individuals which belonged, to begin with, 
to one species, find themselves ultimately transformed into 
another, new and distinct species. 

* Suppose, for example, that the seeds of a grass, or of 
any other plant natural to a humid meadow, should by 
any chance be suddenly transported to the slope of a 
neighbouring hill, where the soil, although more elevated, 
was still sufficiently moist to allow of the plant maintain- 
ing its existence. Suppose, further, that after having 
lived there, and propagated itself there for a number of 
times, it should by degrees reach the dry and almost ajjd 
soil of a mountainous ridge. If the plant should succeed 
in finding a subsistence in its new habitat, and should 
perpetuate itself during a series of generations, it would 
ultimately become to such an extent modified, that the 
botanist who might find it would, make out of it a new 
sptcUs. 

‘The same thing happens in the case of animals which 
have been forced to change their climate, their manner 
of living, and their habits ; but in their case the causes 
which I shall subsequently dte demand a still longer 
time than among plants, before their influence can pro- 
duce noteworthy in in<Kvidtta^^ ^ 
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Holding the above opinions as to the stability of 
species, Lamarck necessarily wholly abandoned the view 
that the animals and plants now in existence had been 
produced *de novo^ just as and where we now find them. 
He, of course, similarly rejected the view that the animals 
and plants of each successive geological period had been 
created specially, en masse^ for that period. He admitted 
partial and local catastrophes ; he would hear nothing of 
universal catastrophes. On the contrary, his views led 
irresistibly to the belief that the animals and plants of 
each successive period of the earth's history, including 
the present period, had been produced by variation from 
animals and plants previously in existence. 

Lamarck was not, however, clear as to the fact that 
successive races of animals and plants had during the 
progress of the ages become extinguished, and had been 
replaced by other different assemblages of living beings. 
He treats of this subject in a well-known chapter of the 
‘Philosophic Zoologique,’ entitled ‘ Des espfeces dites 
perdus.’ Upon the whole he is inclined to doubt if the 
means taken by nature to conserve species and races 
have been so inefficient and imperfect that entire groups 
could have become extinct. He admits that many fossil 
animals are certainly distinct from any known living 
i^cies. Against this, he thinks, may be set off the fact 
that our knowledge of living animals is. still very im- 
{^ect. In the case of the Faiaotheria^ and other large 
litammals described by Cuvier from the Tertiary rocks of 
l||e Paris basin, he admits that it is impossible for living 
i^resentotivcs to exist, and yet to have escaped 
o^ervatiom As regards these he is willing to admit 
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extinction ; but he -thinks that they have been exter- 
minated by man. 

On the other hand, in the case of marine animals, such 
as shell-fish, where human agency certainly cannot have 
caused extinction, he has a different theory. Such species, 
he says, should not be regarded as really extinct, but 
should rather be considered as belonging to existing 
species — in the sense, namely, that the living types are 
only the modified descendants of the fossil forms. The 
real fact which, in his opinion, ought to astonish us is to 
find among fossils any species which are identical with 
living forms. ‘This fact, which our collections place 
beyond doubt, ought to lead us to the belief that the 
fossil remains of animals which are still represented in the 
living state, are those of which the antiquity is least. The 
species to which such forms belong have, doubtless, not 
yet had time to permit of their having varied to any great 
extent.* Lamarck, therefore, had got hold of the prin- 
ciple which Lyell afterwards employed with such effect in 
his well-known classification of the Tertiary rocks. 

Not only did Lamarck hold that the existing species of 
. animals had been produced by the gradual modification of 
pre-existing species; but he thought that the course of 
modification had been, on the whole, a progressive and 
not a retrograde one. He believed that the simpler forms 
of life had been produced first, and the more complex 
ones later — Man being the last evolved and the highest of 
all animals. In order to account, however, for the exist- 
ence at the present day of any simple or degraded types 
of animal life, Lamarck thought it neces^y to assume 
that such simple forms were always being produced affpsh 



THE TRANSMUTATION OF SPECIES. 25 1 

by spontaneous generation. Otherwise he thought that, in 
the course of progressive modification, all the lowest forms 
of living beings would long ere this have been * improved 
out of existence * altogether. There is an interesting and 
curious resemblance between the speculations of the 
French philosopher on this and kindred subjects and the 
notions which have been put forth by some writers even 
in the last score of years. 

The subject of the agencies which are concerned in the 
production of modifications in species was dealt with by 
Lamarck in a most interesting chapter of the ‘ Philosophic 
Zoologique,* ^on the influence of circumstances on the 
actions and habitudes of animals, and of these actions and 
habitudes as causes which modify the organisation and 
structure of animals/ The title of this chapter will of 
itself show that he regarded the general organisation of an 
animal as, in the long run, the outcome and expression of 
its action^ and its habits; and he regarded these latter as 
the direct result of the animaPs environment. Hence, in 
investigating the causes which have led to the production 
of ^ species,^ Lamarck began with a consideration of the 
.action of external conditions. 

It is an old and a natural idea that the organs of 
^animals were given to them for the purpose of adapting 
:them to the conditions under which they may happen to 
be placed. Thus it is natural to the human mind to 
Ithink that the polar bear is white because it was created 
to live among the snows of the Arctic regions; or that 
the lion is tawny in colour because it is meant to live in 
hxkdy deserts ; or that the long neck of the giraffe is a 
^pfe4esigned structure adapting it for feeding upon the 
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foliage of trees. Lamarck regarded this view of the 
subject as a putting of the cart before the horse. He 
thought that the adaptation between an animal and its 
environment resulted from the fact that the animal had, so 
to speak, been compelled to suit its structure to its sur- 
roundings. He thought that it was the external condi- 
tions which had gradually evoked the corresponding organ 
or structure. In other words, he thought it was the 
necessity for action which had produced the corresponding 
parts. 

The contrast between the older view on this subject 
and that held by Lamarck may be shown by a single 
example. The giraffb will answer the purpose very well. 
The giraffe,* as is well known, lives in a region where 
droughts are of common occurrence, and where therefore 
the herbage is very liable to become burnt up and 
destroyed. Being a large animal, it requires considerable 
quantities of vegetable food ; and being gregarious in its 
habits, it is clear that it could not exist except ‘in a 
country where plant-life flourished luxuriantly. Owing, 
however, to the length of its neck, it is enabled to survive 
the long African droughts, since it can browse upon lofty 
shrubs and trees, which are not much affected even by a 
prolonged want of rain. 

Now, the older view of the matter would r^ard the 
long neck of the giraffe as being a structure aboriginally 
possessed by the species, and, in fact, specially given to 
it for the purpose of adapting it for the conditions of its 
life in its African home. On Lamarck's view of the 

*The gSta0<iltQneofthie issunces gives Ity Lamarck of aaimals wkose peculi- 
arities have been iMrodticed by their environment, but his temarks on this particular 
case are here ao^fied » . « 
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subject, on the other hand, it might be supposed that 
the giraffe did not in the first instance possess the extraor- 
dinarily elongated neck by which it is now characterised ; 
but that it resembled the ordinary Ruminants, to which 
it is otherwise allied, in having a cervical region of the 
normal length. It might further be supposed that, to begin 
with, the climate of Africa was moister than it now is, 
and that the regions inhabited by the giraffe were not 
liable, as they now are, to prolonged periodic droughts. 
If we next assume that the climate of Africa underwent 
gradually a change, in consequence of which it became 
drier, and droughts became more frequent, it is clear 
that the existence of the giraffe would be rendered difficult 
or precarious, because its short neck would not allow 
it to reach the higher shrubs, and the ordinary ground 
herbage might be destroyed for many months together. 

According, however, to the conceptions of Lamarck, 
the increasing frequency and severity of the droughts 
would give rise to a gradual elongation of the neck of 
the giraffe in successive generations, which would enable 
the animal to dispense with the periodically destroyed 
herbage, and to feed habitually on the foliage of trees 
$nd shrubs. This gradual lengthening of the neck would 
not, it need hardly be added, be produced in one 
individual, but would be the result of the progressive 
elongation of the cervical vertebrae in a long series of 
||ieuerations. Hence, on Lamarck’s view, the long neck 
^ the giraffe would have to be regarded as the direct 
Insult of the surroundings of the animal, and not as a 
j^e-designed strupture intended to meet foreseen con- 
litions. 
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We may pause for a moment here to ask the bearing 
of the above explanation of the long neck of the giraffe on 
the ordinary doctrine of design as displayed in nature. In 
the coarse and rude teleology of the first half of the 
present century, and of preceding periods, the long 
neck of the giraffe would have been adduced as one 
striking proof out of many, that the Creator had pro- 
duced each species of animals as we now find it, and 
had specially fashioned each to meet the conditions 
present in the area within which it had been created. 
To a teleology of this sort Lamarck’s view is necessarily 
and absolutely fatal. At the same time it is to be 
remembered that Lamarck’s theory is entirely compatible 
with the belief in the existence of a Creator and of 
design in nature. It is possible, namely, to believe that 
the power enjoyed by the neck of the giraffe of lengthen- 
ing under a given set of conditions formed an integral 
part of the original design of the animal, or of the species 
from which it was evolved. It may even be held that 
the design which embraces the power of indefinite adap- 
tation to varying conditions is of an infinitely higher order 
than the design which merely adapts an animal for one 
set of conditions, it being beforehand certain that those 
conditions must ultimately give place to a different set 

In the same way, a much higher conception underlies 
the theory of creation by evolution than is involved in 
the older view of the separate creation of each species. 
Lamarck has left us in no doubt as to what his own views 
were on this’ point Nor is there the smallest reason 
to doubt the genuineness of his words, or to think that 
his remarks^ike some of those made by Bufibn— were 
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merely intended to disarm the ecclesiastiqil prejudices of 
his day. 

* Without doubt,* says he, ‘nothing exists save by the 
will of the sublime Author of all things. But are we able 
to lay down laws for Him in the execution of his will, or 
to fix the methods in which He has carried out his 
purposes ? Why should not His infinite power have been 
able to create an order of things^ which has successively 
given rise to everything which we see, as well as to every- 
thing which exists, but of the existence of which we are 
ignorant ?* 

Strictly speaking, according to Lamarck, circumstances 
have in themselves no power of directly modifying the 
organisation of an animal. Changed circumstances, how- 
ever, give rise to changes in the needs (‘besoins*) of 
animals; changed needs imply and necessitate changed 
actions on the part of animals; and if the changes of 
circumstances become permanently established, so also 
do the changes of habitudes thence resulting. But change 
of habit implies corresponding change on the part of the 
animal as to the organs which it most largely employs. 
If an animal has enjoyed a particular habit of life, it has 
necessarily used the organs which conform to that habit 
wd are in agreement with it If, on the other hand, it 
iphanges its habit of life, it must use more sparingly, or 
^se to use, the organs which it formerly exercised, and 
it must call into play another set of organs, 
t In the case of plants, which have no actions (in the 
sense in which Lamarck used this term), and which then 
t^nnot be properly said to have any habitudes^ changed 
Auditions similarly produce changes of structure, some 
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organs becoming thereby more developed, while others 
diminish or altogether disappear. In this case, however, 
changed circumstances operate by inducing changes in 
the nutrition of the plant, ‘ in its processes of absorption 
and transpiration, in the quantity of heat, light, air, and 
moisture which it habitually receives, finally in the pre- 
dominance which may be established in some of its vital 
movements over others.* Lamarck brings forward many 
instances of the changes produced in plants by changed 
circumstances, and expresses the opinion that in plants 
such changes are more rapidly brought about than in 
animals; since the causes which affect animals operate 
very slowly, and are ionsequently difficult of appreciation 
and recognition by us. 

With regard to the nature of the circumstances which 
are mainly operative in producing changes in animals, 
Lamarck assigns the first place to the character of the 
medium in which it lives — whether it be terrestrial, aerial, 
or aquatic in its habits. He also attaches great import- 
ance to the differences of temperature, moisture, and the 
like in different regions, and thinks that such differences 
are a great cause of variation in animals and plants. 
Every one, he says, admits these great climatic differences ; 
but ‘what is not sufficiently recognised, or is even 
altogether denied, is that each place itself is liable in the 
course of time to changes of its climatic conditions; 
these changes being effected with such slowness, in 
relation to our lifetime, that we attribute to the existing 
conditions a perfect stabilUyl To this he elsewhere 
adds that ‘we may be sure that this appearance of 
stability in natural ^gs will always be taken, by the 
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generality of mankind, as real^ because in general our 
judgment is only relative to ourselves.’ Our notion of 
the permanence of ‘species* is based, therefore, upon 
our idea of the stability of the conditions existing in 
each area; since species remain unchanged so long as 
their environment remains the same, and the latter 
changes so slowly as to elude our powers of observa- 
tion. 

Lamarck’s doctrine that useful structures in animals 
are really the result of the actions of surrounding 
conditions, has been interpreted as implying that such 
structures could be developed by repeated acts of volition 
on the part of an animal. This, however, is a travesty 
of his actual views,* and arises from confounding the 
requirements (‘besoins*) of an animal, and the actions 
thence resulting, with its wishes. As a good deal of 
misconception has prevailed upon this point, it may be 
well to quote one of the passages in which Lamarck 
expresses his views in a concrete form ; 

‘I propose to show,* he remarks, ‘that the continued 
use of an organ, together with the efforts made by the 
animal to adapt the organ for the purposes which its 
i^oundings render necessary, will strengthen, develop, 
and enlarge that organ, or will create new organs which 
a|e capable of discharging the functions which have 
become neediiiL 

pThe biid which necessity conducts to the water for 
tife purpose of obtaining its food, separates its toes when 
i^'wishes to strike the water or move upon its surface. 

jkTha has been lately insisted upon by Professor P. Martin Duncan, in the 
.a^Myersary to the Sodety for sS64i in which an eicceUest 

phifeiophico-aoolegic^ riewi is given. 
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The skin which unites the toes at their bases acquires, 
in consequence of the ceaselessly repeated separation 
of the tpes, the power of extension. Thus, in the course 
of time, are formed the extended webs which unite the 
toes of ducks, geese, and the like. Similar efforts to 
swim, that is to say, to progress in a fluid element by 
striking the water, have in like manner given rise to the 
extension of the skin between the toes in frogs, turtles, 
otters, beavers, and such like animals. 

^On the contrary, a bird which is habituated by its 
mode of life to perch on trees, and which is descended 
from individuals all of which have had a similar habit, 
necessarily possesses toes more elongated than, and 
differently constructed to, those of the aquatic animals 
just alluded to. Its claws, in course of time, become 
lengthened, pointed, and curved, so that it can grasp 
the branches of trees on which it so often reposes. 

‘ In the same way, a bird frequenting the shore, which 
does not wish to swim, but which nevertheless is* obliged 
to approach the margin of the water for the purpose 
of catching its prey, is continually exposed to plunging 
into the mud. Such a bird, then, being desirous to 
save its body from becoming wet, makes every effort 
to extend and lengthen its lep. From the long-continued 
habit of extending the lep, contracted by this bird and 
by all of its species, it results that the individuals of 
the species are now found elevated, as it were, upon 
stilts, having gradually obtamed long naked lep, destitute 
of feathers up to the thighs or even higher. 

^ Again, the same bird, ynshing to fish without wetting 
its body, is obliged to make continual eSom to lengthen 
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its neck. Now, the effect of such habitual efforts in 
such a bird, and in all of its species, ought to be that 
of producing in time a marked elongation of the neck; 
and, as a matter of fact, such lengthening of the 
neck is actually found in all shore-frequenting birds.* 

It will be evident from the above, as from the entire 
tenor of his aiguments upon this subject, that Lamarck 
does not mean that a mere act of volition, apart from 
any positive action, could effect any change in the 
structure of an animal He assuredly did not mean, 
for example, to imply that the long legs of wading birds 
were the result of the fact that repeated generations 
of these birds had gone on wishing that their legs were 
a little longer. All that his theory would imply in such 
a case is, that when a change in the previous condition 
of a region had driven certain formerly terrestrial birds 
into the habit of wading in streams, pools, or the sea, 
for the purpose of obtaining food, the necessity for 
keeping their bodies dry had ultimately brought about 
a lengthening of the bones of the leg, and a disappear- 
ance of part* of their covering of feathers. In other 
words, Lamarck really means that the constant efforts 
made by any and eveiy animal to bring itself into accord 
•with its surroundings inevitably leads in course of time 
ij to corresponding changes of structure. 

;r This point may be illustrated by an imaginary case. 

things stand at present man has no necessity for 
l^ing his foot in prehension, his hand supplying all his 
jitrants in this direction ; and his great toe is therefore 
practically useless as an organ of prehension. It is, 
liitnaev^, a weft-known bet that men who leave the 
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foot in its natural condition, uncramped by artificial 
coverings, have some power of using the great toe as 
a hinder thumb. This is exemplified in many sailors, 
and in various savage tribes; and in such cases the 
prehensile great toe is of much assistance in climbing. 
It is. also well-known that in individuals who have never 
possessed, or who have lost the use of the hands, the 
great toe can be trained by constant use to act as a 
thumb, and the foot ean thus be converted into a more 
or less efficient hand. Suppose, however, that in some 
particular region, pircumstances should arise which should 
render it advantageous or necessary for men to quit 
the ground, and td take up their abode permanently 
in trees. Such circumstances can be quite easily 
imagined. In such a case, it would be of enormous 
advantage to ,the individual that he should be able to 
use his great toe in grasping, so as to help him in 
climbing. We may assume, therefore, that each individual 
would practise himself, consciously or unconsciously, in 
using his feet as prehensile oigans. We may also assume 
that each individual would in the course of time succeed 
in these prolonged attempts, and would ultimately acquire 
a more or less complete power of * opposing’ the great 
toe to the. other digits, and so of using the foot to grasp 
branches in climbing. Supposing, however, that the 
conditions which drove men to reside in trees became 
permanent, we cannot doubt that in each successive 
generation this power of using the foot in grasping 
would improve. We may rest assured that " repeated 
efforts to perform a particular function with a particuUyr 
organ must result in an increased ability on the 4>art 
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of the organ to do the work demanded from it. It is, 
moreover, certain that pari passu with the change of 
function of the great toe there would take place a 
modification of its structure. It would gradually come 
to be placed more and more at an open angle to tlie 
other digits of the foot ; its muscles would become more 
and more developed, giving it increased power and range 
pf movement; an ^opponent* muscle might be developed; 
and, in all probability, the structure of the ankle would 
become so far modified that the sole of tlie foot could 
readily be turned inwards.* 

The above case is, of course, a purely imaginary one ; 
but there is nothing in it which would be inconsistent 
with universally admitted biological laws. It is, however, 
also strictly consistent with the Lamarckian theory ; 
since it affords an instance in which repeated efforts 
on the part of the individuals of successive generations 
to use a particular organ in a particular way would result 
in the gradual change of that organ, both as regards 
function and structure, so as to suit it to the new require- 
ments (besoins) of the individual. 

As to the question how changes in the surrounding 
conditions should give rise to corresponding changes in 
the structures and organs of animals, Lamarck relied 
principally upon the effects of use and disuse. No 
doctrine in ph)rsiological science is better established 
than that which teaches us that the habitual use of an 
Morgan leads to a corresponding growth on the part of 
the same. If we employ a particular muscle much, it 

powtr inverting the sole of the foot is natonlljr possessed by the 
of thehttmanspecfosw asis also Uie power of freely moving the greet toe, both 
moire or test ext^vely lost to Uter Bfe. 
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will increase both in size and weight, and will at the 

same time become more fully competent to discharge 

its particular work. On the other hand, disuse of a 

muscle leads, in the first place, to a decreased ability 

on the part of the organ to perform its proper function. 

Thus, the muscles of the left hand cannot in ordinary 

people be used as efficiently as those of the right 

hand, because they are less often used. If the disuse 

be prolonged and habitual, the organ will become 

diminished in size, and the ability to discharge its 

function may be wholly lost Thus, man possesses the 

three muscles which are attached to the external ear, 
% 

and which enable many of the quadrupeds to move 
their ears freely ; but in him they are extremely reduced 
in size, and the power of employing them has, from 
disuse, become almost, or entirely, lost. Finally, if 
the disuse of an organ be complete, as when external 
conditions no longer demand its employment, it may 
become a mere rudiment, absolutely destitute of function. 
This is the case, for example, with the eyes of certain 
animals which spend their existence living underground 
and in total darkness. Lamarck fully recognised the 
important results which flow from the use or disuse 
of organs ; and it was, therefore,* to the effects of 
that he chiefly ascribed the progressive modifications 
which he believed to have aflected the structure of all 
living beings. He believed that a change in the sur- 
rounding conditions would necessarily compel an animal 
to modify its former habits of life; and that a change 
in its habits would necessarily entail an increased use 
of certain oigans and a decreased use of others. <rhe 
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organs upon which new and increased demands were 
made would undergo a proportionate development in 
size, and would simultaneously become better fitted for 
their work. At the same time, they might become 
modified in form^ and thus might become better suited 
for the purposes for which they were required. On 
the other hand, the organs which were called into action 
less frequently than they had previously been, would 
gradually diminish in size, and might ultimately disappear. 
By a continuance of this process through many successive 
generations, the whole organisation of an animal might 
become profoundly modified. This was therefore the 
process by which, in the main, Lamarck believed that 
‘species* had been evolved out of other pre-existing 
forms of life. 




THE DOCTRINE OF PROGRESSIVE 
DEVELOPMENT. 

THE ‘vestiges OF CREATION.' 

Before proceeding to give a sketch of the theory of 
‘Natural Selection,’ as propounded by Charles Darwin, 
a brief consideration may be fitly given to the celebrated 
work entitled the ‘Vestiges of Creation.’ This well- 
known treatise was first published in 1844, and the 
tenth edition appeared in 1853, a sufficient proof of 
the wide popularity which it enjoyed. Its author- 
ship was never acknowledged during the lifetime of 
its writer, and it was ascribed to various distinguished 
persons, with the most varied qualifications for the 
writing of such a work. Amongst others, Robert 
Chambers was sdected as the author of the ‘Vestiges,’ 
and in this instance, as now openly adcnowledged, the 
surmise was conect* As, howevd:,^ the work was an 
anonymous one, the personalia of the wnter may well 

* A edition of tbe *ye$tige$* wM pablidted in (W. & R. ChamberftX 

conUioing o ptefboe by Mr AWxaoder Ixei^d, In which the facts relating to 
•uthcxiMp ate In deUiK 
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be left out of account in the few remarks which will 
here be made as to its general scope and teaching. 

.The ‘Vestiges* not only dealt with the origin of the 
various forms under which vitality has been manifested 
in the past, or is exhibited at the present day ; but it also 
took up the much wider and much more inscrutable 
problem of the origin of life itself. It was therefore 
more than simply an attempt to explain the origin of 
‘species.* The work is remarkable for the ability which 
it displays in the handling of general principles, for the 
closeness of its reasoning, for the clearness with which 
fallacies are detected and exposed, for the lucidity of 
its style, and for the wealth of its suggestions. It is, 
nevertheless, inadequate for the purpose which the writer 
proposed to himself as the object of his labours. It is, 
namely, unmistakably, the work of a writer who had 
mastered the general facts and principles of zoology and 
the kindred sciences, but who at the same time was 
without that minute knowledge of biological science 
which can be obtained in no other way save by long- 
continued and rigidly conducted first-hand investigation 
into the phenomena presented by living beings. No fact, 
indeed, stands out more clearly in the whole history 
of science than the insufficiency of a merely general 
knowledge for the establishment of generalisations of any 
kind. Only the worker whose mind is stored with the 
minutest details of his subject can safely enter upon 
the task of generalisation. 

Having premised so much, we may briefly sketch the 
conclusions which are set forth in the ‘Vestiges.* After 

general review of the relations o( the earth to the 
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solar system, and of other astronomical considerations 
which bear upon geology, an outline is . given of the 
known facts as to the life-history of the earth, and as to 
the general succession and progression of organic types in 
past time. With regard to the purely geological history 
of the earth, the writer of the ‘ Vestiges * concludes, with 
Lyell, that ‘there is nothing in the whole series of 
operations displayed in inorganic geology, which may not 
be accounted for by the agency of the ordinary forces 
of nature.* 

On the other hand, the past history of the earth is 
not a mere record of physical changes. ‘ Mixed up with 
the geognostic changes, and apparently as a final object 
connected with the formation of the globe itself, there is 
another set of phenomena presented in the course of our 
history — the coming into existence, namely, of a long suite 
of living things, vegetable and animal, terminating in the 
families which we still see occupying the surface. The 
question arises — In what manner has this set of ‘phe- 
nomena originated? Can we touch at and rest for a 
moment on the possibility of plants and animals having 
likewise been produced in a natural way ; thus assigning 
immediate causes of but one character for everything 
revealed to our sensual observation ; or are we at once to 
reject this idea, and remain content, either to suppose 
that creative power here acted in a different way, or to 
believe, unexaminingly, that the inquiry is one beyond our 
powers?* 

In answering this question, the writer of the ‘ Vestiges * 
decides unhesitatingly, as every naturalist would at the 
present day decide, that we cannot conristeht^^^^ 
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natural causes as sufficiently explaining the phenomena of 
the inoiganic world, and at the same time invoke super- 
natural causes to explain the phenomena presented by 
living beings. 

* It is surely,* he remarks, ‘ very unlikely, d priori^ that in 
two classes of phenomena, to all appearance perfectly 
co-ordinate, and for certain intimately connected, there 
should have been two totally distinct modes of the exercise of 
the divine power. Were such the case, it would form a 
most extraordinary, and what to philosophic considera- 
tion ought to be a most startling, exception from that 
which we otherwise observe of the character of the divine 
procedure in the universe. Further, let us consider the 
comparative character of the two classes of phenomena, 
for comparison may of course be legitimate until the 
natural system is admitted. The absurdities into which 
we should thus be led must strike every reflecting mind. 
The Eternal Sovereign arranges a solar or an astral 
system, by dispositions imparted primordially to matter; 
he causes, by the same majestic means, vast oceans to 
form and continents to rise, and all of the grand meteoric 
agencies to proceed in ceaseless alternation, so as to fit the 
earth as a residence for organic beings. But when, in the 
course of these operations, sea-weed and corals are to be 
for the first time placed in those oceans, a change in his 
plan of administration is required. It is not easy to say 
what is presumed to be the mode of his operations. The 
ignorant believe the veiy hand of the Deity to be at 
work. Amongst the learned, we hear of creative fiats,” 

interferehces,” interpositions of the creative energy all 
of them very obsoire phrases^ apparently not susc^tible of 
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a scientific explanation, but all tending simply to this — 
that the work was done in a marvellous way, and not in 
the way of nature. Let the contrast between the two 
propositions be well marked. According to the first, all is 
done by the continuous energy of the , divine will — 
power which has no regard to great or small : according to 
the second, there is a procedure strictly resembling that of 
a human being in the management of his affairs. And not 
only on this one occasion, but all along the stretch of 
geological time, this special attention is needed whenever 
a new family of organisms is to be introduced ; a new fiat 
for fishes, another for reptiles, a third for birds; nay, 
taking up the present* views of geologists as to species, 
such an event as the commencement of a certain cephalo- 
pod, one with a few new nodulosities and corrugations 
upon its shell, would, on this theory, require the particular 
care of that same Almighty who willed at once the whole 
means by which infinity was replenished with its 
worlds.* 

It will be seen from the above characteristic quotation 
that the theory of the * special creation ’ of the different 
species of animals and plants was handled by the writer of 
the ‘Vestiges’ in the most uncompromising manner. It 
is difficult for us, living at a time when naturalists have 
^most universally abandoned the doctrine of independent 
creation and of the fixity of species, to appreciate the 
excitement, the alarm, wd the indignation produced by 
such outspoken deliverances as the above. It needs to 
be remembered, however, that at the time of the appear- 
ance of the ‘Vestiges’ all the leading British ^naturalists 
still adhered tenaciously to the idea that ‘species’ had 
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been separately produced, and were immutable. We can 
therefore imagine the consternation of English naturalists 
generally at the publication, by an unknown writer, of an 
attack so direct and so unanswerable upon this so 
cherished doctrine. 

Of course, the writer of the ‘Vestiges’ was by many 
held up to public obloquy as an obvious materialist, or 
even as an atheist It is, however, quite impossible for 
any one to read the ‘ Vestiges ’ with an unbiassed mind, 
and not to recognise that the writer had discharged his 
self-appointed task in a spirit at once genuinely reverential 
and in the truest sense religious. On this point, it is 
worth while to quote his own remarks. It has been urged, 
he says, that ‘ to presume a creation of living beings as a 
series of natural events, is equivalent to superseding the 
whole doctrine of the divine authorship of organic nature. 
With such a notion infesting the mind, it must of course 
be almost hopeless that the question should be candidly 
entertained. There can, in reality, be no reason adduced 
for holding this as necessarily following from the idea of 
organic creation in the manner of law, or by a natural 
method, any more than from a similar view of inorganic 
creation. The whole aim of science from the beginning 
has been to ascertain law; one set of phenomena after 
another has been brought under this conception, without 
our ever feeling that God was less the adorable Creator of 
his own world. It seems strange that a stand should 
appear necessary at this particular point in the march of 
science. Perhaps if our ordinary ideas respecting natural 
law were more just, the difficulty might be lessened. It 
q^not be sufficiently impressed that the whole idea 
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relates only to the mode in which the Deity has been 
pleased to manifest his power in the external world. It 
leaves the absolute fact of his authorship of and supremacy 
over nature precisely where it was ; only telling us that, 
instead of dealing with the natural world as a human 
being traffics with his own affairs, adjusting each circum- 
stance to a relation with other circumstances as they 
emerge, in the mode befitting his finite capacity, the 
Creator has originally conceived, and since sustained, 
arrangements fitted to serve in a general sufficiency for all 
contingencies ; himself, of course, necessarily living in all 
such arrangements, as the only means by which they 
could be, even for a nfoment, upheld. Were the question 
to be settled upon a consideration of the respective moral 
merits of the two theories, I would say that the latter is 
greatly the preferable, as it implies a far grander view of 
the divine power and dignity than the other.^ 

So much for the supposed ‘irreligious’ tendencies of 
the ‘Vestiges’! The question, after all, is, however, a 
purely scientific one, and must be settled by scientific 
men, upon scientific evidence, and wholly apart from its 
supposed bearings upon theological problems. From this 
merely scientific point of view, it may be said that the 
principal merit of the ‘ Vestiges ’ lay in the vigorous and 
successful attack which it made upon the doctrine of the 
‘ special creation ’ of species. 

When we turn, on the other hand, to the constructive 
side of the ‘Vestiges,’ we meet with few propositions 
peculiar to its author which would find an assured place 
among the generally accepted doctrines of modern zoology* 
Itis^ however, unnecessary to enter! here into any further 
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or more detailed analysis of the views put forward in this 
striking work. Our purpose will be sufficiently served by 
a brief notice as to the views of the author on the special 
question of the origin of ‘species* among animals. 

As regards the question of the fixity or mutability of 
‘species,* the author of the ‘Vestiges* fully accepted 
Lamarck’s views, in so far as he maintained that species 
are not invariable or constant ‘It is difficult,* he 
remarks, ‘ to regard the idea of species or specific distinc- 
tion as descriptive of a fact in nature ; it must be held as 
merely applicable to certain appearances presented^ perhaps 
transiefitly^ to our notice. The history of the question 
seems to be this. Naturalists, starting with a limited fund 
of observation — mainly, indeed, consisting of the remark 
which the most superficial observation supplies, that like 
usually produces like — lay it down as an axiom that 
species is a determined thing. In a little time, certain 
modifiabilities are observed. To maintain the axiom 
intact, these are called varieties. Afterwards, much 
greater variabilities are witnessed, even to the dissolution 
of genera among the cryptogams and cereals, and the 
community of algae and fungi — water and land plants. 
Still, to keep the axiom whole, these are held in doubt, or 
relegated to a place in the elastic region of the varieties. 
Such is the stage which we have now attained. But this is 
a process the reverse of philosophical ; it is to start with a 
theory, and then make the facts succumb to it Were the 
process reversed, and the facts taken first, .we should 
see that a great modifiability exists in organic nature, 
especially in the humbler departments of the two king- 
i^oms* And seeing that this modifiability presents itself 
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within the scope of a very limited experience, it might 
safely be inferred that something much greater would be 
detected, if our range of experience were extended, especi- 
ally since the world presents us with results which can 
only be naturally accounted for in this manner,* * 

As regards, however, the mode in which species have 
originated, the writer of the ‘Vestiges* rejects the views 
of Lamarck altogether, considering his theory as to the 
cause of varieties (and therefore of species) as ‘so far 
from adequate to account for the facts, that it has had 
scarcely a single adherent* In this, the writer of the 
‘Vestiges * does less than justice to Lamarck. The special 
theory of the French naturalist does not fail because it 
gives ‘the adaptive theory too much to do.’ It fails 
because it does not recognise how useful adaptations 
are preserved and strengthened. It was left to the 
genius of Charles Darwin to fill this all-important hiatus 
in the Lamarckian hypothesis. 

The author entirely accepts the conception of a funda- 
mental unity of organisation among animals ; and regards 
this as implying ‘ that all were constructed upon one plan, 
though in a series of improvements and variations, giving 
rise to the special forms, and bearing reference to the con- 
ditions in which each animal lives,’ He points out that 
this underlying unity of organisation is of itself a strong 
d priori argument against the idea o£ the separate creation 
of species. ‘ Organisms,’ he remarks, ‘ we know to have 
been produced, not at once, but in the course of a vast 
series of ages \ here we now see that they lie not a group of 
individually entire things accidentally associated, but parts 
of great masses, nicely connected, and integral in their 
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respective totalities. Time, and a succession of forms in 
gradation and affinity, become elements in the idea of 
organic creation. It must be seen that the whole pheno- 
mena thus pass into strong analogy with those attending 
the production of the individual organism.* 

This last sentence leads us to the special theory pro- 
posed by the author to account for the existence of the 
present forms of life. This theory, termed by the writer 
the theory of ‘ progressive development,* may be stated in 
his own words. 

‘The several series of animated beings, from the 
simplest and oldest up to the highest and most recent, 
are, under the providence of God, the results, /frj/, of an 
impulse which has been imparted to the forms of life, 
advancing them in definite times by generation through 
grades of organisation terminating in the highest 
dicotyledons and Vertebrata, these grades being few in 
number and generally marked by intervals of organic 
character which we find to be a practical difficulty in 
ascertaining affinities; second^ of another impulse con- 
nected with the vital forces, tending in the course of 
generations to modify organic structures in accordance 
with external circumstances, as food, the nature of the 
habitat, and the meteoric agencies, these being the 
‘adaptations* of the natural theologian. We may con- 
template these phenomena as ordained to take place in 
every situation and at every time where and when the 
requisite conditions are presented— in other orbs as well 
as in this — ^in any geographical area of this globe which 

V may at any time arise — observing only the variations 

V d^e to difference of materials and of conditions.* 
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Put briefly, the theory of progressive development is 
that the primitive cells, which constituted on this 
hypothesis the original forms of life, and which had 
been presumably produced by spontaneous generation, 
were advanced ^through a succession of higher grades 
and a variety of modifications,’ in obedience to some 
law of an absolute nature, the whole process being 
analogous to the embryonic development of an individual 
animal. Just as each individual animal passes through 
a series of changes during the course of its development — 
these changes taking place in a fixed order— so the writer 
of the ^Vestiges’ supposes that the primordial forms of 
life also passed through a series of developmental changes, 
the different stages of their development being represented 
by the life-assemblages of the successive great geological 
periods. These developmental changes are supposed to 
have taken place in a fixed order, and to have been 
progressive in character; and the present forms of life 
are supposed to represent the final term in the develop- 
mental cycle of these hypothetical primordial cells. It 
is not necessary to enter here into any discussion of 
the theory of progressive development The obvious 
objection that an evolutionist of the Spencerian school 
would take to it is that, from his point of view, ‘the 
impulse which has been imparted to the forms of life,’ 
and to which their subsequent progressive development is 
supposed to be due, is a mere metaphysical conception, 
a hypothetical and scientifically inadmissible agency. 



THE THEORY OF NATURAL SELECTION. 

CHARLES DARWIN. 

It remains to consider very briefly the leading points 
involved in the theory of ‘the Origin of Species by 
means of Natural Selection,’ which the world owes to 
the genius of Charles Darwin, and by which the entire 
science of zoology has been fundamentally altered. There 
is, indeed, no revolution so great as that effected by 
the introduction of a new principle; since that involves 
a reconstruction from the foundation upwards, and implies 
a much more serious change than the mere putting on 
of a roof, or the addition of a buttress or of any sort 
of pendicle, however important such may be in itself. 
Darwin, however, introduced a novel principle into 
biology; and in so doing he profoundly altered the 
entire attitude of naturalists and botanists towards the 
world of living beings. Moreover, when the organic 
world came to be viewed in the light of this new 
principle, it became at once evident that its complexities 
d^ended, to a large extent at any rate, upon causes 
which are open to our investigation, and are hot wholly 
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beyond our comprehension. The theory of the origin 
of species by special creation laboured under the 
inevitable defect that it ^closed the record/ and in 
many directions shut the door to further research. The 
theory of the origin of species by means of natural 
selection has not only brought to light a whole series 
of problems, many of which are of a most far-reaching 
character, but it has solved some of them, and has 
pointed out to us the way in which others may yet 
be solved at some future date. 

As has been seen, the theory that the present state of 
the natural world was the result of its evolution from 
a former state did ' not originate with Darwin. Like 
others of the profoundest conceptions of the human 
mind, it had been more or less clearly recognised by 
more than one earlier philosopher, and notably by 
Erasmus Darwin and Lamarck. The theory that the 
^species’ of animals and plants now in existence had 
been produced by the modification of pre-existing forms 
of life, and that species were therefore not immutable, 
also did not originate with Darwin. Lamarck had 
definitely promulgated this theory, and other writers — 
such as Erasmus Darwin and Goethe — in the early part 
of this century or the close of the last, had put forth 
similar ideas. Lamarck’s views, however, had remained 
little more than a barren speculation — unheeded by 
most, and scoffed at by many — and no change had been 
produced in the generally accepted views as to the 
nature of ‘species* by the publication of the ‘Philo- 
sophie Zoologique/ To Darwin is incontestably due the 
pre-eminent merit of having established a theory which 
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satisfactorily explains the method in which species have 
been produced by evolution from other previously existing 
forms. No naturalist at the present day, it may safely 
be said, doubts that the theory of the origin of species 
by means of natural selection is true so far as it goes, 
and that it satisfactorily explains the principal difficulties 
which it can be legitimately called upon to explain. 
‘Natural Selection* is, in other words, universally recog- 
nised as a vera causa. The chief point that can be 
said now to be at issue among naturalists is not whether 
it be a genuinely active cause, but only as to the extent 
to which it can be applied — some regarding it as the 
sole factor in the production of ‘species,* while others 
look upon it as being only one of many concurrent 
factors. 

Darwin*s life need only be referred to here in the 
briefest way, and only for the purpose of showing 
how thoroughly it qualified him for the task of elabor- 
ating and establishing his great theory. Charles Darwin 
was born at Shrewsbury, on the 12th of February 1809. 
His father was Dr Robert Waring Darwin, a physician 
of Shrewsbury, and his grandfather was the celebrated 
Dr Erasmus Darwin, whose life and writings have been 
previously noticed. At sixteen years of age, Charles 
Darwin went to Edinburgh to study medicine; but 
he soon made up his mind that the pursuit of medicine 
as a profession would not be in accordance with his 
tastes, and he accordingly betook himself in 1828 to 
Cambridge, with a view to studying theology. The 
influences of the place, however, combined, we may 
pt^eisume, with his own unconscious bent and aptitudes. 
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soon had the effect of so far awakening his early love 
of nature, that he ultimately threw himself almost entirely 
into scientific studies. This result was also in large part 
due to the intercourse which he enjoyed with Professor 
Henslow, the well-known botanist 

In 1831, Darwin graduated as Bachelor of Arts, and 
in the autumn of the same year his final life-course was 
determined for him by his appointment to the unpaid 
post of naturalist to the Beagky a ten-gun brig, com- 
manded by Captain (afterwards Admiral) Fitzroy, and 
then under orders to proceed on a long surveying voyage 
round the world. This cruise occupied five years of 
Darwin’s life, and constituted ‘the real great university 
in which he studied nature, and read for his degree.”** 
During this memorable voyage, he not only collected 
a vast amount of scientific material of all kinds, but he 
accumulated an endless store of observations which might, 
and ultimately did, serve as the groundwork for his 
magnum opus on the Origin of Species. 

In October 1836, Darwin landed at Falmouth, after 
his long and profitable cruise in the Beagle, The 
next three years were spent by him in London, his hands 
being fully occupied with preparing his journals for 
publication, and in making the needful editorial arrange- 
ments for the description of the great scientific collections 
which he had brought home with him.t By the advice 

^ Grant Allen, * Life of Charles Darwin.' 

t Darwin's 'Journal of Researches into the Geology and Natural History of the 
various Countries visited by H.M.S. Beagle* was published in X839. The 
descriptions of the scientific collections were ultimately published in ' The Zoology 
of H.M.S. Beaglel which appeared in x84o.>44. In this magnificent work, the 
fo»U mammals were described by Owen, the living mammals by Waterhouse, the 
birds by Gould, the fishes by Jenyns, and the reptiles by Bell ^ 
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of his friend Sir Charles Lyell — advice which his freedom 
from pecuniary necessities fortunately enabled him to 
take — Darwin, on his return home, sought no official 
scientific appointment In 1839, he married his cousin, 
Miss Emma Wedgewood, and finally established liimself 
at Down House, near Orpington, in Kent, which con- 
tinued to be his home to the end of his life. 

. After his long voyage in the Beagle, Darwin never 
left England again, not even to pay a brief visit to the 
Continent From his settlement at Down in 1839 
onwards, he lived a quiet unostentatious life in his own 
home, unremittingly occupied with his scientific pursuits. 
On the i8th of April 1882, the great naturalist was 
attacked by sudden illness, and at four o’clock in the 
afternoon of the next day he breathed his last. He 
was buried in Westminster Abbey, in the presence of 
most of the foremost representatives of science in 
Britain; and his death deprived the scientific world 
of the most prominent figure that this generation has 
seen. 

With regard to the vast ms^ss of scientific work which 
Darwin produced, nothing further can be attempted here 
than merely to mention the titles of his larger works. 
His ^ Journal^ of researches made in the voyage of the 
Beagle was, as we have seen, published in 1839. 
Other fruits of the long series of observations which he 
made on the same voyage were published later under 
the names of * The Structure and Distribution of Coral- 
Reefs’ (1842), * Geological Observations on Volcanic 
Islands’ (1844), and * Geological Observations on South 
America’ (1846). Many of Darwin’s geological obfserva- 
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tions (such as those on cleavage and foliation, on the 
structure of the ‘pampas’ of South America, and on 
volcanic islands) are of the highest importance and of 
permanent value ; and his theory of the Origin of Coral- 
reefs obtained a world-wide reputation. Darwin, as 
previously mentioned, also edited the ‘Zoology of the 
Voyage of the Beagle) Subsequently to his return to 
England, he engaged in special zoological researches, 
and published his classical ‘ Monograph of the Cirripedia,’ 
printed by the Ray Society in 1853 ; with a companion 
volume on the fossil species of the same group, which 
appeared under the auspices of the Palaeontographical 
Society. In 1859 appeared the first edition of the 
‘Origin of. Species by means of Natural Selection,’ which 
rendered his name at once famous over the whole 
civilised world, and which gave rise to more discussion 
than perhaps has ever been produced by any other 
scientific book whatever. This work has been translated 
into almost all European languages, and the English 
edition now generally used is the sixth, published in 
1872. Among the works which proceeded from the pen 
of Dr Darwin during his later years may be enumerated 
‘The Fertilisation of Orchids’ (1862); the ‘Variations 
of Animals and Plants under Domestication’ (1867); 

‘ The Descent of Man and Selection in Relation to Sex ’ 
(1871); and ‘The Expression of the Emotions in Man 
and Animals ’ ( 1873 ). 

The great principle which Darwin established in con- 
nection with the highly complex problem of the Origin 
of Species, is what is known as ‘the Theory of Natural 
Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the 
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Struggle for Life.’ Mr Alfred Russell Wallace has a 
conjoint claim to the 'discovery of this principle, as he 
published similar views to those of Mr Darwin in a 
memoir entitled ‘ On the Tendency of Varieties to depart 
indefinitely from the Original Type,’ which appeared in 
the Journal of the Linnean Society in 1859, in the same 
year as the first edition of the ‘Origin of Species’ was 
given to the world. It is, as has been seen, an error 
to regard Mr Darwin as the originator of the theory 
of Evolution^ as applied to animals and plants. It is 
the ‘Theory of Natural Selection* — a theory which 
explains how evolution has taken place — ^with which 
his name will be always associated ; and it is this theory 
alone of which we propose here to give a general out- 
line. 

The bases of the ‘Theory of Natural Selection’ may 
be laid down in the following propositions : 

(i) The first proposition in the Theory of Natural 
Selection embraces what has been called the ‘ Malthusian 
law of increase’ — ^the law, namely, that all living beings 
tend to increase more rapidly than their means of 
subsistence. The tendency of living beings, in fact, is 
to increase in a geometrical ratio, and this is true not 
only of all animals but also of all plants. In support 
of this law it is not necessary to take the cases of 
animals so prolific as the cod, the female of which 
produces annually about ten millions of ova; for the 
same law is exemplified quite as well by the elephant, 
which is considered to be the slowest breeder of all 
animals. Upon this point Darwin has made an interest- 
ing calculation. The elephant begins to bear young 
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at thirty years of age, and continues to produce offspring 
till it is ninety years old, during which time it has six 
young ones. The average age of the elephant may be 
calculated at about one hundred years, though this is 
often exceeded. On this basis, Darwin calculates that 
at the end of about seven hundred and fifty years the 
offspring of the first pair of elephants would amount 
to about nineteen millions of then living individuals. 

(2) In consequence of this geometrical rate of increase 
among all living beings, it necessarily follows that there 
arises a ‘Struggle for Existence* among animals and 
plants. Each organism fills a certain place in the world 
of nature, occupies a particular area, feeds on a particular 
kind of food, requires, in short, a particular set of con- 
ditions. As, however, every kind of animal and plant 
is constantly bringing into the world more young than 
can be accommodated, or for which suitable food can 
be provided, it follows that there arises among the young 
of each species a competitiotiy a struggle both for a pfoper 
place and for proper food. This competition, which 
is seen quite as much in plants as in animals, is what 
is understood as the ‘struggle for existence.* In using 
this term, Darwin premises that he does so ‘in a large 
and metaphorical sense, including dependence of one 
being on another, and including (what is more important) 
not only the life of the individual, but success in leaving 
progeny. Two canine animals, in a time of dearth, 
may be truly said to struggle with each other which 
shall get food and live. But a plant on the edge of 
the desert is said to struggle for life against the drought, 
though more properly it should be to be dependent 
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on the moisture. A plant which annually produces a 
thousand seeds, of which only one on an average comes 
to maturity, may be more truly said to struggle with 
the plants of the same and other kinds which already 
clothe the ground. The mistletoe is dependent on the 
apple and a few other trees, but can only in a far-fetched 
sense be said to struggle with these trees, for, if too 
many of these parasites grow on the same tree, it 
languishes and dies. But several seedling mistletoes, 
growing close together on the same branch, may more 
truly be said to struggle with each other. As the 
mistletoe is disseminated by birds, its existence depends 
on them; and it may metaphorically be said to struggle 
with other fruit-bearing plants, in tempting the birds to 
devour and thus disseminate its seeds,’ 

(3) The third proposition of the theory of natural 
selection is that all living beings are subject to variation. 
As has been previously seen, the individuals which com- 
pose any and every ‘species’ of animals and plants are 
not precisdy alike. They invariably differ from one 
another in more or less numerous points, some of the 
differences being extremely minute, while others may be 
very conspicuous. We do not know whether variation 
is indefinite, and affects every part of the organism, or 
whether it is definite and is confined within certain limits. 
Nor has it been clearly proved whether variation is 
fortuitous, or whether it takes place in obedience to 
some determinate law, which governs the direction which 
it follows. It is, however, certain that ‘variation,* to a 
greater or less extent, is of universal occurrence among 
^ living beings. 
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(4) Some of the variations which occur in the in- 
dividuals composing any species, are favourable to the 
species; some are unfavourable. That is to say, some 
variations will either help the individual to obtain more 
food, or to keep himself warm, or render him less 
liable to fall a prey to his natural enemies, or will 
otherwise help him in the struggle for existence. On 
the other hand, some variations will keep the individual 
back in the race for life, and will increase the difficulty 
which all individuals have in maintaining their exist- 
ence. It follows from this, that in any given species 
of animals or plants those individuals which are bom 
into the world in '^the possession of any favourable 
variations are, cczteris paribus^ likely to be preserved; 
while those having unfavourable variations are likely 
to go to the wall and to be stamped out. 

This law is what Mr Herbert Spencer has called the law 
of the ‘Survival of the Fittest,* or what Mr Darwin has 
called ‘ Natural Selection.’ This last name is in allusion 
to tlie fact that the action of ‘Nature’ — that is, the 
aggregate of natural forces — ^is to insure the ‘selection,’ 
out of the young of any species, of all those individuals 
which are ‘fittest’ for their surroundings. These young 
are preserved, while those not possessing any such 
favourable variations, and therefore not so well fitted 
for their surroundings, are weeded out and perish. The 
operation of the law may be illustrated by the imaginary 
example of the Giraffe, which Mr Darwin has himself 
used as illustrating the action of natural selection, and 
which was previously taken as illustrating Lamarck’s view, 
as to the action of external conditions upon the structure; 
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of animals. If we suppose, namely, that the giraffe, to 
begin with, possessed a neck of no more than normal 
length, and lived principally upon the ordinary terrestrial 
herbage; and if we further suppose a severe and pro- 
tracted drought to occur in the region inhabited by 
the giraffes, we may assume that many individuals would 
perish for want of food, but that some would manage 
to survive. In all such cases there must be some general 
reason to account for the survival of the few who did 
survive, in preference to the many who perished. In 
this particular instance we may suppose that the indi- 
viduals who survived were those who possessed necks 
of a slightly greater length than the average, and who, 
therefore, were better fitted for browsing upon shrubs 
or trees, after the herbage had been destroyed by the 
drought, than were the more normal individuals. This 
imaginary example, then, will show how the possession 
of a favourable variation tends to preserve certain 
individuals, in preference to those which are without 
the variation, 

(5) But, the young of all animals and plants tend 
to inherit the peculiarities of their parents. Hence, 
favourable variations or peculiarities which preserve alive 
certain individuals of each species, will tend to be handed 
down to their offspring. On the other hand, individuals 
not possessing these favourable variations, or possessing 
unfavourable variations, are killed off, and do not have 
the opportunity of transmitting their peculiarities to off- 
spring. The general action of the law of the ‘ Survival of 
the Fittest^^ or of * Natural Selection,* is, thus, to preserve 
all favourable variations which may occur among the indi- 
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viduals composing any species, and to destroy all unfav- 
ourable variations amongst the same. 

To use once more the imaginary illustration above 
employed, the longer necks which enabled certain indi- 
vidual giraffes to survive a drought, would be handed 
down by inheritance to their young. On the other hand, 
the comparatively short-necked individuals would not have 
the chance of leaving offspring because, by the hypothesis, 
they would be killed off. 

Moreover, in the course of this transmission, the 
favourable variation (whatever it may be) will tend to 
become intensified in each succeeding generation, so long 
as the conditions which render the variation favourable 
to the life of the individual remain in existence. So long 
as this continues, the same process of ‘selection’ will go on 
in each succeeding generation ; and the varying character 
will become in each generation successively stronger and 
stronger. Thus, in our illustration, so long as the 
region tenanted by the giraffe continued subject to 
periodic droughts, and so long as it was, therefore^ good 
for the individual giraffe to have a long neck, the 
individuals in each generation which had the longest 
necks would have the best chance of survival The 
best chance of survival, however, implies the best chance 
of leaving offspring, and in this way the neck of the 
giraffe might go on getting in each generation longer 
and longer, by the preservation of the individuals which 
possessed this variation to the greatest extent, and the 
elimination of those with shorter necks. 

By means of this process of ‘natural selection,’ it is 
easy to comprehend how ‘varieties’ might be producedc 
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Nor can it be reasonably doubted that in the case of 
animals this is the process by which varieties are 
originated and established. But it has been previously 
seen that ‘ species ’ and ‘ varieties * pass into one another 
by imperceptible gradations. It is, in fact, impossible 
to lay down any fixed rule for the determination of 
where a Variety’ ends, and where a ‘species' begins. 
If, therefore, it be admitted that ‘ varieties ' are produced 
by ‘natural selection,' it is not possible to deny that 
the same cause must have given rise to at any rate 
some of those groups of individuals which naturalists call 
‘ species.' If this be conceded, it is an inevitable logical 
conclusion that all species have been thus produced by 
‘ natural selection.' At any rate, the admission that any 
species have been produced by the operation of ‘ natural 
selection,' throws upon those who deny the universal 
operation of the law, the burden of proof that any 
particular species has not been produced by the action 
of the same law. 

The above may be taken as a brief statement of the 
principal propositions upon which Darwin based his 
celebrated theory of the Origin of Species by means of 
Natural Selection. This statement would, however, be 
incomplete without a short additional exposition of what 
Mr Darwin has called ‘artificial selection.' In the case, 
then, of OUT domestic animals and their innumerable 
varieties, there is the obvious fact that the law of ‘natural' 
selection is prevented from operating in its entirety 
owing to the action of man. Man, in the case of his 
domestic animals, steps in as a deus ex machind^ and 
inore or less eflEidently interferes with the law of natural 
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selection by protecting certain individuals of a species 
in the struggle for existence, and affording them assistance 
which they could not have had in a wild state. The 
individuals of the Wild Boar, for example, have to face 
the rigid and merciless operation of the law of natural 
selection, and the weakest therefore go to the wall. The 
individuals of the Domestic Pig — the same animal really 
as the wild boar — are so far relieved from the action 
of the law of natural selection, that man feeds them' 
when they are hungry, protects them from the cold 
artificially, and, so far as he can, cures them when they 
are ill. Man does of course the same thing to the 
weaker individuals ' of his own species, and all .such 
things as poor-laws and the like are, in the Darwinian 
sense, attempts on the part of man to defeat or neutralise 
the operation of ^natural selection.’ In the case of 
many varieties of our domestic animals, it is certain that 
man’s interference has gone so far as to render them 
wholly incapable of facing the law of natural selection 
in its untempered severity. In other words, there are 
many of our domesticated breeds of animals which would 
infallibly become exterminated if they were turned loose 
to make their own living, and if the protecting hand of 
man were wholly withdrawn from them. 

Man, however, not only protects domestic animals in 
this way from the direct action of surrounding conditions, 
but at the same time exercises, on his own behalf, a 
sort of ^selection,’ analogous to ‘natural selection,’ but 
necessarily operating within much narrower limits, and 
also exercised in a much more arbitrary fashion. Darwin 
has given a masterly exposition of the whole of this 
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subject under the head of what he has called ‘artificial 
selection and a few words may be said here as to what 
he understands by this name. Our domesticated animals, 
as is well known, have in all cases originated from wild 
species, which have gradually been brought under the 
influence and dominion of man. The same is true of all 
our domesticated, or rather cultivated, plants. In certain 
cases— as that of the pig above referred to — we not only 
have the domesticated breed or breeds, but we are also 
acquainted with the wild species from which the domestic 
form was derived. In other cases, the domesticated 
animals have undergone changes so great that we can no 
longer point with certainty to the wild forms in which they 
originated. In some cases, it may be, the wild form is no 
longer in existence. In all cases, however, our domestic 
animals show, more or less conspicuously, two remarkable 
characteristics or tendencies. One of these is that they 
exhibit more numerous and more marked ‘ varieties ' than 
is the case, as a rule, with wild species. They have a 
more pronounced tendency to variation than wild animals 
have, and their variations also extend through a wider 
range. The other is, that the peculiarities which are 
distinctive of our domestic animals as compared with 
their wild forms, are not of such a nature as to fit the 
animal better for its natural wild life, but, as specially 
insisted on by Mr Darwin, are adaptations to the taste, or 
fancy, or requirements of man. Thus, any modifications 
produced by natural selection in the wild boar would be 
in the direction of making it stronger, or enabling it better 
to resist cold, or rendering it fitter to cope with its natural 
foes, or the like. Man, however, does not desire any 
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improvements of this kind in the domestic pig. He does 
not, for example, wish to increase its muscular power 
and consequent activity; because he wants it to fatten 
readily, and vigorous exercise tends to keep an animal 
lean. What is true of the pig is true of all our domestic 
animals, though it is more evident in some than in others. 
The variations, for instance, which separate the different 
breeds of the dog from one another are exceedingly well 
marked, and they are all variations which adapt particular 
breeds for the special purposes for which man wants them. 
On the other hand, the different breeds of the Goose differ 
little from one another, or from their wild form (the Grey 
Lag Goose), becausb man’s demands from the goose are 
few and simple, and are quite well answered by the 
ordinary form of the species. 

The causes of the above-mentioned peculiarities of 
domesticated animals, as compared with wild ones, have 
been fully expounded by Mr Darwin, and are readily 
intelligible. As regards the first of them — namely, the 
tendency to excessive variation shown by domestic animals 
— the cause is to be found in the varied character and 
artificial nature of the conditions under which they live. 
Wild animals are exposed, as regards each species, to an 
approximately uniform and unvarying set of conditions, 
and the conditions are alike for all the individuals of the 
species. Variation does not become excessive, because 
the tendency of natural selection is to destroy all variations 
which are not good for the individttcU itself in its natural 
condition. On the other hand, domestic animals are 
kept by their masters under very different sets of condi- 
tions> as regards different individuals of the species, mi 
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man at the same time prevents the law of natural selection 
from rigidly exterminating those individuals which happen 
to be bom with variations which would be hurtful to the 
species in a wild state. The fact that domesticated 
animals exhibit peculiarities which are in no way adapta- 
tions to their natural surroundings, but which are mere 
adaptations to man’s wants or tastes, is explained by 
‘artificial selection.’ Man, namely, has as regards each 
domestic animal an ideal of what he wants. It may be 
that he has no consciousness of having any such ideal 
before him, but it may be taken as certain that he 
possesses it nevertheless. ‘Artificial selection’ consists 
essentially in the choice which man exercises as to the 
young of his domestic animals, in respect to which he 
will allow to live, and which he will destroy. In the case 
of the young of each of his domesticated animals, a man 
sees some individuals having peculiarities which he thinks 
will be useful to him, or which come nearest to the ideal 
which he has formed of the animal, or of what the animal 
ought to be. Such individuals he keeps, and permits to 
have offspring; so that the peculiarities which induced 
him to keep these individuals are perpetuated and handed 
down to future generations, becoming in the process 
intensified. On the contrary, all those individuals amongst 
the young, which do not conform to man’s ideal standard 
of perfection, are either killed off on the spot, or are, at 
any rate, prevented from leaving offspring behind them. 
In this way, by a long-continued process of selecting the 
particular individuals which he will allow to live and to 
breed, man has succeeded in producing the numerous 
domesticated varieties of animals. In the case of savage 
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tribes of men, this selection is no doubt carried on un- 
consciously, but among the breeders of cattle, or among 
pigeon-fanciers, it is a strictly scientific process, carried on 
consciously and deliberately, and according to rules, which 
are none the less fixed that they are largely ‘rules of 
thumb.* 

Those who wish to understand this most interesting 
subject in all its bearings must turn to the pages of the 
‘ Origin of Species,* where it is fully treated by the hand of 
the master. All that need be done here is to say one 
word as to the relation between the known facts of ^ artificial 
selection * on the one hand and the theory of the origin of 
wild species by ‘natural selection’ on the other hand. 
If it be admitted, namely, that our numerous varieties of 
domesticated animals owe their peculiarities to the 
‘selection’ exercised by man during the comparatively 
brief period during which he has existed upon the earth, 
it is not unreasonable to suppose that ‘natural selection,* 
operating through an infinitely longer period, and by 
methods much more subtle and far-reaching, has produced 
the different wild ‘ species * of animals by modifications of 
one or more aboriginal types. The unquestionable facts, 
therefore, as to the production of our domesticated breeds 
of animals from wild species by means of ‘artificial 
selection,* afford a strong presumption in favour of the 
theory that our existing wild species have been produced 
by the modification of pre-existing wild species through 
the operation of ‘ natural selection.’ 



THE THEORY OF NATURAL SELECTION 
(continued). 

Having now given the briefest possible sketch of the 
Theory of Natural Selection, as expounded by Mr Darwin, 
it m^y be well to notice, with equal brevity, the leading 
objections which have been urged against this theory by 
various naturalists, and notably by Mr Mivart* It may 
also be as well to enumerate shortly the chief general 
grounds upon which naturalists base the now generally 
accepted belief that species have been produced from pre- 
existing species by the action of some law of evolution, 
apart from the question of the method or methods in 
which this law operates. 

Numerous difficulties admittedly have to be met, if we 
attempt to apply the theory of natural selection (even 
when combined with what Darwin has called ‘sexual 
selection ') as the sole principle involved in the production 
of ‘species/ Many of these difficulties are of a special 
nature, affecting special cases only, and they need no dis- 
cussion here. It is possible that many of these special 

t * The Genetie of Specks^ hy St Geoi:s« Mivart, 1871. 
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difficulties may disappear in the light of wider knowledge. 
There are, however, certain general difficulties wliich 
demand a moment’s consideration, as indicating that 
though we admit the action of ‘ natural selection ’ to the 
full, we must nevertheless look beyond and outside this 
for the complete explanation of the existence and origin 
of species. The general difficulties in question were per- 
fectly recognised by Mr Darwin, and have been met by 
him, as far as it is at present possible to meet them. The 
principal are the following : • 

( 1 ) One of the most general, and certainly one of the 
most serious of the ^difficulties in the way of the theory of 
natural selection is ‘the uselessness of many organs in 
their incipient stage.’ Hosts of structures (such as the 
milk-glands pf the Quadrupeds, or the whalebone plates in 
the mouth of the Whalebone Whales) are exceedingly 
useful to the animal when perfectly developed j but it is 
inconceivable that they could have benefited the animal 
when first they began to be developed. According to the 
theory of the evolution of species in general, and the 
theory of natural selection in particular, milk-glands did 
not exist in the animal forms out of which the class of the 
Mammals was evolved, nor did baleen-plates exist in the 
ancestors of the Whalebone Whales. There must, there- 
fore, have been a time when milk-glands and baleen-plates 
respectively first came into existence, and it is impossible 
to suppose that they were suddenly produced in complete 
structural and functional perfection as we now see them. 
On the contrary, they must, to begin with, have been mere 

An excellent r€sum^ of these objections is given by Mr Pascoe in his 
NiUural Stltcium and ik* Origin ^S^iti^ 1884. 
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rudimentary structures, functionally useless, anJ it can 
only have been in the course of development during many 
successive generations, that they assumed their present 
perfection. Now there is absolutely no evidence to show 
that the fine beginnings of structures can be useful or 
profitable to the animal possessing them. They may be 
harmless, but that is all that can be said. It is, however, 
the very essence of the theory of natural selection, that 
the law of the struggle for existence is powerless to pre- 
serve or intensify any structures except such as are useful 
to the individual. The fact that a structure may be useful 
to the race is not enough, as final causes or ends are 
wholly excluded from the theory of natural selection. 
Upon the whole, the difficulty of accounting for the pre- 
servation of incipient organs and structures by the action 
of natural selection appears to constitute the most formid- 
able of the arguments which have been urged against Mr 
Darwin’s views 3 since it is a general difficulty, and strikes 
at the very root of the theory of natural selection. 

(2) A second general objection of great weight is that 
unless ‘many individuals should be similarly and simul- 
taneously modified,’ there would be little chance of any 
useful variation which might have appeared in a species 
being ultimately presepred and handed down. Any new 
structure or organ, or any alteration in a pre-existing 
structure, must be slowly produced, and pass through 
an incipient stage. If, however, such a new structure, or 
alteration in an old structure, appeared, to begin with, in 
only one or two individuals of a species, it could hardly 
be preserved, as it would be ‘lost by subsequent inter- 
crossing with ordinary individuals.’ But it is hardly 
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probable that any variation would simultaneously appear 
in many individuals of a species ; and we have at any rate 
no evidence to show that this ever occurs. 

(3) The theory of the origin of species by means 
of natural selection, in the third place, implies that the 
production of any given species from any pre-existing 
species can only be effected by gradual modification, 
and therefore through the intervention of a long series 
of intermediate or transitional forms. Moreover, the 
transitional forms by which we should pass from a given 
species to the pre-existing species from which it was 
developed, must, on the theory of natural selection, be 
so closely related to one another as to render it difficult 
to distinguish them. In other words, if we had before 
us all the forms by which one species had been gradually 
converted into another, we should not have the slightest 
difiiculty in recognising the distinctness of the individuals 
forming the extreme terms of the series ; but the 
individuals standing between the extremes would pass 
into one another by such fine gradations as to render 
their separation almost or quite impossible. It seems 
also clear that, in the modification of any one species 
into any other, the total number of the individuals of 
intermediate or transitional form must greatly exceed the 
total number of individuals contained in the original 
species and the new species put together. Now, if all 
species of animals, living and extinct, have been produced 
by gradual modification from pre-existing species, we 
ought to find abundant evidence of the existence of the 
infinite number of transitional forms postulated by the 
theory of natural selection. In fact, as these transition^ 
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forms must have greatly exceeded in total number the 
combined number of individuals which are clearly 
recognisable as distinct species, we ought to find more 
abundant evidence of their existence than of the exist- 
ence of the separate species. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, the study of extinct animals does not afford more 
than very incomplete evidence as to the existence of 
the numerous and closely graduated transitional forms 
required by the theory of natural selection. It is true 
that palaeontology has brought to light many forms of 
animals which are distinctly intermediate in their char- 
acters between groups which would otherwise stand far 
apart Thus, we have numerous extinct types which 
bridge over the gap between the reptiles and the birds ; 
and others which stand intermediate between the exist- 
ing horses and their original five-toed ancestors. So far, 
then, palaeontology unquestionably lends support to the 
general theory of the evolution of species from pre-exist- 
ing species. The theory of natural selection requires, 
however, more than this. It requires that there should 
be a series of intermediate types graduating into one 
another by slight and hardly perceptible differences. In 
some cases, as regards allied species of animals, such a 
continuously graduated series can be shown to exist (in 
some extinct Shell-fish, for example). In most cases, 
however, it must be admitted that palaeontology has so 
far failed to demonstrate the past existence of the 
numerous and finely-graduated series of transitional forms 
between different species absolutely demanded by the 
theory of natural selection. Such transitional forms as 
ye known for the most part stand quite sharply distin- 
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guished from one another and from the types which they 
connect. Mr Darwin has met this difficulty by pointing 
to the great ‘ imperfection of the palaeontological record/ 
the fossil forms known to us doubtless forming only an 
insignificant fraction of those which once existed. This 
argument is entitled to receive great weight; but it does 
not sufficiently account for the general absence of gradu- 
ated intermediate foims. This, however, is a point which 
cannot be further discussed here, and upon which each 
investigator will decide, in one sense or the other, accord- 
ing to the particular direction in which he may be led 
by his studies. 

(4) It is, again^, assumed upon the theory of natural 
selection, that ‘variation^ among the individuals of a 
species is indefinite^ both in amount and direction. It 
would appear that the theory of the origin of species 
by means of natural selection requires a belief in the 
^ omnifarious * nature of individual variation. The action 
of ‘Natural Selection’ would, of course, still go bn, even 
supposing variation to be strictly limited in amount; 
but in this case it is hardly conceivable that our existing 
species should owe their origin to natural selection, as 
the principal or sole factor in their production. On 
the contrary, it seems necessary* to suppose that variation 
affects, or may affect, all parts of the organism, and 
that there are no limits to the extent of its operation, 
though the single steps of the process are small in amount. 
We have, however, no positive evidence which would 
enable us to assert, as a scientific fact, that variation 
is thus omnifarious and indefinite. The evidence actually 
in our possession is admittedly small, because it onl^ 
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extends back to the beginning of the human period; 
but, so far as it goes, it would rather support the view 
that variation is limited and definite both in amount and 
direction. The ‘artificial selection,’ for example, which 
man has exercised in the case of his domestic animals 
for some thousands of years, has not, so far, resulted in 
the production of a single new ‘species.’ New ‘varieties* 
have been produced, but that is all; and we know that 
these may appear suddenly (as in the instance of the 
Black'Shouldered Peacock), without the direct or indirect 
action of man at all. Besides, if variation be indefinite, 
it is difficult to account for the constantly-recurring pheno- 
menon of the extinction of species — a phenomenon which 
is, on any hypothesis, very difficult to satisfactorily explain. 
So far as wild animals are concerned there is no direct 
evidence to show that a single ‘species’ has come into 
existence since the beginning of the historical period ; nor 
is there any evidence to show that during the same period 
a single wild species has become extinct, except only 
where its extinction has been the result of the interposition 
of man. 

The points above enumerated are sufficient to show 
that there are great difficulties in the way of accepting 
^Natural Selection’ as the sole agent in the production of 
species. That it is one agent, and an important one, 
is a matter that does not admit of doubt Under any 
circumstances, however highly we may rate ‘natural 
selection’ as an agent in the production of species, it 
remains certain that we are still almost entirely ignorant 
^of the causes of the two fundamental laws which have 
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to do with the production of species — ^namely, the law of 
variation and the law of inheritance. Our ignorance as 
to both of these is freely and fully admitted by Mr 
Darwin. The theory of natural selection does not profess 
to explain why variations occur \ it only explains how 
those variations which are useful to the individual are 
preserved, and how those which are injurious are * rigidly 
destroyed.’ Like all other hypotheses as to the origin 
of species, it leaves us entirely in the dark as to the 
causes of variability. The law of variation is therefore an 
unknown law, lying behind the law of evolution, and 
possibly beyond the limits of scientific investigation. 
Similarly, the , laws of inheritance are almost wholly 
unknown. ‘No one can say why the same peculiarity 
in different individuals of the same species, or in different 
species, is sometimes inherited and sometimes not so; 
why the child often reverts in certain characters to its 
grandfather or grandmother or more remote ancestors; 
why a peculiarity is often transmitted from one sex to 
both sexes, or to one sex alone, more commonly but not 
exclusively to the like sex’ (‘ Origin of Species,* page lo). 

That ‘ species ’ have originated by modifications through 
descent may now be taken as an accepted doctrine in 
modern zoology. It is Mr Darwin’s supreme merit to 
have brought about this radical change in the views of 
naturalists by the establishment of the law of ‘natural 
selection,* which for the first time rendered possible an 
explanation of the method in which the modifications of 
specific forms are caused. Whether or not natural 
selection has been ‘the exclusive means of modification’ 
is a point upon which different naturalists hold different, 
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opinions, Mr Darwin himself believed that it was at 
any rate * the most important * means. Whatever may be 
the view ultimately adopted as regards this point, there is 
overwhelming evidence in favour of the belief in some 
general law of evolution, by which all animal and vegetable 
species have been produced. The evidence in favour of 
this may be briefly stated as follows : 

(1) All the animals belonging to each great primary 
division of the Animal Kingdom are constructed upon one 
fundamental plan, which is capable of endless modifica- 
tions, but is never lost. Thus, to give one example, the 
fishes, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and quadrupeds, which 
together constitute the ‘ sub-kingdom ' of the Vertebrate 
Animals, are all built according to one common plan. 
However unlike they may be to one another in the details 
of their organisation, ‘homologous^ structures can be 
traced throughout the ground-plan of them all. This 
unity of plan in the types of life which compose each 
sub-kingdom is, however, inexplicable upon any other 
view than that it is the result of blood-relationship, 
and depends upon descent from a common ancestor, 
which possessed the essential structural characters dis- 
tinctive of Vertebrates as a whole. 

( 2 ) The animals composing each sub-kingdom are con- 
structed upon the same plan, and the ‘sub-kingdoms,* 
taken as whole, stand therefore separate and apart. 
But there exist transitional forms by which one sub- 
kingdom is linked with another. Thus the singular 
marine animals known as the Sea-squirts ( Timuafa) form 
a link between the true Shell-fish {Mollusca) and the 
Vertebrate Animals. In certain points, namely, in their 
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organisation, they approach the ordinary Shell-fish, while 
in others they show a relationship with the lower 
Vertebrates. 

(3) It is a well-known embryological law that the 
young animal in the early stages of its development 
commonly possesses structures which it does not possess 
in its adult state. It is also a well-known law that 
structures which have only a temporary existence in the 
embryo of one animal, are often found existing throughout 
life in the adult of some other animal ; and that when 
this occurs, the latter animal will occupy a lower position 
in the animal scale than the former. Thus, the embryo of 
the Quadrupeds possesses on each side of the neck a series 
of transverse slits or fissures (the so-called ‘visceral 
clefts *), which lead down from the surface into the upper 
part of the gullet (the ‘pharynx^). In the adult Quad- 
ruped no traces of these clefts are seen, only one of 
them remaining at all (the opening of the ear), and that 
only in a much modified form. On the other h^d, the 
embryo of the Fishes not only possesses these clefts, but 
they are permanently retained, and are present therefore in 
the adult, in which they become connected with the gills. 
It seems, however, impossible to satisfactorily explain the 
possession of visceral clefts by the mammalian embryo, 
except upon the supposition that the Mammals and the 
Fishes alike have descended from a common ancestor in 
which these structures were present. The general fact, 
therefore, that the embryos of animals so often possess 
structures which are found in the adults of other animals, 
is strongly in favour of the belief in the production of 
animals by evolution from common ancestral types. 
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(4) This view is further borne out by the common 
existence in adult animals of what are known as ‘rudi- 
mentary organs,* or, in other words, imperfectly developed 
organs which are of no use to their possessor. Thus, 
ordinary Snakes do not possess either the fore or hind 
limbs ; but the Boas and Pythons possess rudimentary 
hind-limbs in the form of a pair of horny spurs. Again, 
the Whalebone Whales have no teeth; but they exist 
nevertheless in the young animal, though they remain 
buried in the jaw and never cut the gum. The same is 
true of the upper front teeth in Ruminant animals, which 
also do not cut the gum, and are therefore of no use to 
the animal. Another instance may be taken from the 
whales, which show no signs of hind-limbs externally, but 
which for all that often have the rudiments of these 
limbs hidden internally. The only satisfactory explana- 
tion of the general nature of rudimentary structures which 
it seems possible to give, is that they arc structures which 
existed in a fully-developed condition in the remote 
ancestors of an animal, but which have gradually 
dwindled down in size and have lost their function 
through long-continued disuse. Sometimes rudimentary 
organs may be ^nascent’ structures — that is, structures 
which in course of time may become functionally 
useful to the animal; or sometimes they may merely 
represent the atrophied condition of structures which 
the embryo possessed; but this does not affect the 
above general explanation. Accepting this view, we 
should judge that the whalebone whales were descended 
from some type of Mammal which possessed teeth in 
its jaws, and which was at the same time provided 
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I with the hind-limbs as well as the fore-limbs. Similarly 
it would be concluded that the ancestral type of the 
Ruminants possessed well-developed upper front teeth; 
and that the snakes, though now footless, were descended 
from some reptilian type in which the limbs were present. 
Rudimentary organs, therefore, strongly support the view 
that the different forms of animals have been produced by 
modification from older and different forms. 

(s) Lastly, the known facts of Palseontology offer the 
strongest support to the general theory of the evolution of 
animal forms from pre-existing species. Amongst extinct 

‘ species we are constantly meeting with types which stand 
intermediate between groups otherwise more or less 
remote. One of the most famous examples of this is 
afforded by the fossil forms which link together the two 
groups of the Reptiles and the Birds — two classes of 
animals now so little resembling each other, that no one 
save a naturalist would ever suspect a relationship 
between them. Thus the past has yielded up to us the 
remains of true reptiles (the Deinosaurs) which walked 
upon their hind-legs, like birds; other reptiles (the 
Pterodactyles) possessed the hollow bones and the power 
of genuine flight characteristic of the living birds; some 
genuine birds (the Odontornitfies)^ finally, resembled the 
Crocodiles in having the jaws furnished with numerous 
pointed conical teeth. Another famous example of the 
intermediate forms which palaeontology has brought to 
light is that afforded by the extinct horse-like Quadrupeds 
of the Tertiary period. It is well known that our present 
Horse is peculiar in having only a single fully-developed 
toe on each foot. This toe corresponds with the middle 
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toe (or third toe) of an ordinary quadruped. If the 
skeleton of the horse’s foot be examined, it wUl be seen 
that lying by the side of the great middle toe are two 
little splint-like bones, one on each side, which arc the 
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'rudiments’ of the index (or second) toe, and the ring toe 
(or fourth toe). The horse, therefore, possesses a foot with 
one complete toe and two incomplete ones; the outer- 
most toe (the little or fifth toe), and the innermost toe 
(the thumb or great toe, or first toe) having no repre- 
sentatives at all. If, however, there be any truth in the 
general doctrine of evolution, it may be taken as certain 
that the horse has descended from a five-toed ancestor, 
since the typical Mammals possess five digits to the foot. 
Through the researches of Gaudry, Marsh, and others, it 
may now be confidently assorted that the horse has 
descended from a five-toed form. Thus, we meet with a 
number of horse-like animals, all now extinct, in which we 

find the foot, as we trace them backwards into the past, to 

T 
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become progressively nearer and nearer to the normal 
pentadactylous type. In comparatively modern strata, 
we find the Hipparion^ in which the two little splint-bones 
of the living horses are so far developed that they project 
externally and carry little hoofs at their ends. The foot 
is, therefore, three-toed in the Hipparioriy but the animal 
still walked upon the great middle toe, and the lateral 
toes were functionally useless, as they did not touch the 
ground. In the still older Anchitherium, the two lateral 
toes are sufficiently developed to touch the ground, but 
the middle toe is still much the biggest, and is the toe 
upon which the ^weight of the body is principally sup- 
ported. In the still older Orohippus^ the fore-feet are 
four-toed, the fifth or little finger being now developed, 
but the thumb is still wanting, and the hind-feet have only 
three toes. Finally, in the Eohippus^ the oldest type of 
equine animal yet discovered, the fore-foot possesses four 
complete toes, with a rudimentary thumb (or first toe) in 
addition, thus becoming morphologically five-toed. The 
above gives, of course, an exceptionally striking instance 
of how palaeontology enables us to trace the line of descent 
of some particular living animal; but there are innumer- 
able instances in which fossil forms exhibit characters 
which more or less extensively bjridge over the gaps 
separating groups apparently widely remote. Upon the 
whole, therefore, the evidence of palaeontology, though 
lending but a partial support to the theoiy of the origin of 
species by means of natural selection alone, is overwhelm- 
ingly in favour of a general theory of the evolution of 
animals from other pre-existent types. 




Amphibia, classification, by Linnaeus, 59. 

Anaima, or animals without blood, 17. 

Analogy, likenesses of, 173. 

Anatomy, 8; Cuvier on, 140: value of 
Cuvier’s contributions to the science 
of, 151. 

Anchitherium, 306. 

Anemones, sea, 190. 

Animal kingdom according to Ray, 47 ; 
defined by Linnaeus, 58 ; by Swainson, 
* 75 - 

Ant-eater, spiny, 162, 166, 176. 

Aptera, 60. 

Aquatic animals, Ray’s division of, 47. 

Arachnida, the, of Cuvier, 146. 

Arbutus, the, 214. 

Arctic area, 215 ; plants and animals of, 
in Britain, 219. 

Aristotle, the father of zoology, 6 ; 

. History of Animals, 12; attitude to- 
wards natural history, 13; observa- 
tions on cuttle-fishes, 14 ; first created 
a scientific method of treating the 
animal kingdom, 15 ; his division of 
animals, with and without blood, 17 ; 
scientific prosecution of natural history 
closed for centuries with his death, 18. 

Armorican type of plants, 214; migra- 
tion of, 221. 

Articulata of Cuvier, 146, 147. 

Artificial selection, as expounded by 
Darwin, 289, 291 ; production of 
domesticated breeds from wild species 
by means of, 292 ; has not resulted in 
the production of a new species, 299. 

Ascidian molluscs, 139. 

Ashmole, Elias, founder of Ashmolean 
Museum, 68. 

Asturian area, 2x4 ; flora of, 221, 222. 

Aves, or birds, classification of, by 
Linnsus, 59. 

Bell, Professor Thomas, x86. 

^lon, 31. 


Bewick, Thomas, account of his life, tcx). 

Birds, 47, 59, 231; air receptacles of, 
79; Genera of, by Pennant, 103; 
armed with spurs, 230. 

Boar, the, 3, xoi, 102, 230. 

Box, the, 215. 

British Museum, the, 64, 67 ; Sir Hans 
Sloane’s bequest, 69. 

Brongniart, Alexander, 153. 

Bryony, the, 215. 

Buffon on the possible evolution of 
species, 226; his Histoire NaturelU, 
226 ; assists Lamarck, 240. 

Carrion-crow, the, 50. 

Catacombs, mummies found in, 157. 

Cattiwake, the, 26. 

Cetacea, 47, 49, 145. 

Challenger Expedition, the, 2x2. 

Chambers, Robert, .'ind the authorship 
of the Vestiges of Creation, 264; 
the Vestiges more than an attempt 
to explain the origin of species, 
265 ; conclusions set forth therein, 266- 
268; its chief merit the attack upon 
the doctrine of the special creation of 
species, 270 ; views of the author on 
the origin of species, 271; rejects 
Lamarck’.s views, 272; accepts con- 
ception of a fundamental unity of 
organisation among animals, 272 ; 
theory of progressive development, 
273 - 

Charlton, William, the collection of, 68. 

Chough, the, 50. 

Classification in natural history, 9. 

Cod, prolific nature of the female, aSx. 

Coelenterate animals, 176, 190. 

Conchology, researches in, 188. 

Cooper, Sir Astley, on John Hunter, 83. 

Coral (deep-sea) zone, 211. 

Corallines, essay on, 95. 

Crocodiles, 304. 

Crow family, Ray’s names for the, 50. 


NATURAL HISTORY. 


308 


Crustacea, 47 ; Cuvier on, 146. 

Cuckoo, 80. 

Cuvier, 136-167; scientific papers, 138, 
139 ; his great scientific activity, 142 ; 
work as a specialist in zoology, 142 ; 
on the Mollusca and fishes, 142; 
studies in paleeontology, 143 ; treatise 
on the animal kingdom, 144 ; advances 
which Cuvier effected in zoological 
science, 145; studies of invertebrate 
animals, 146 ; vertebrate animals, 147 ; 
his grouping of the animal kingdom, 
148, X49 ; recognised tlie true principle 
of philosophical classification, 150; 
contributions to morphology, 151 ; 
chief founder of science of palaeonto* 
logy, X52 : investigations of tertiary 
rocks, X54; controversy as to origin 
of fossils, 134 : a * catastrophist,' 
*55 ; views on the origin of species, 
ISS ; on I.amarck’s views, 157 ; gave 
a scientific basis to palaeontology, 158; 
established the law of correlation of 
organs, 159 ; on the marsupials, X64. 

Dalyell, Sir John Graham, 191. 

Darwin, Charles, his birth and educa- 
tion, 277 ; cruise in the Beagle^ 278 ; 
journal of researches, notCy 278; 
scientific labours and death, 279 ; list 
of works by, 279, 280 ; established the 
theory of natural selection, 280 ; bases 
of theory, 281 ; variation, 283, 284 ; 
his illustration of the giraffe, 285 ; his 
theory of artificial selection, 287-292 ; 
objections to his theory of natural 
selection, 293. 

Darwin, Erasmus, 223-235; intimately 
connected with theory of origin of 
species, 223; life of, 224; recog- 
nised natural variations and the 
principle of heredity, 227 ; on com- 
munity of descent, 228 ; on probable 
cause of modification of species, 229 ; 
on transformations of animals, 229, 
230, 231 ; concluded that all animals 
have a common origin, 233; taught 
the origin of species by descent with 
modifications, 234. 

Deinosaurs, 304. 

Development, science of, 8 ; doctrine of 
progressive, 264-274» 


Distribution of plants and animals ac- 
cording to Forbes, 2x3, 214, 215, 2x6. 

Dodo, stuffed specimen of, 68, 

Donovan, Edward, and works by, xo8. • 

Drury, the entomologist, xo8. 

Duck-mole, 162, 167, 176. 

Duport, James, 22. 

Eel, the electric, 79. 

Elephant, supernatural qualities .ascribed 
to, 3 : trunk of the, 230 ; Darwin’s 
calculations as to age, &c., 282. 

Ellis, John, 93. 

Embryology, 8, xsi, 302. 

Enaima, or animals with blood, 17. 

Entomology, 189. 

Eohippiis, 306. 

Equidae, feet of fossil, 305. 

Evolution, xo; the key to biological 
problems, 223; Lamarck’s theory of, 
323, 243 ; Buffon on, 226 ; facts of 
palaeontology support theory, 304. 

Fish-hawk described by Wilson, 128. 

Fishes, 47 ; Willughby on, 43 ; Cuvier 
and Gunther, 44; classified by Lin- 
naeus, 60 ; Cuvier’s researches in the 
department of, X42« 

Fleming, Rev. John, 184, 185. 

Forbes, Edward, 184, 192-222; fond- 
ness for natural history, 193; college 
training, 195 ; abandons the study 
of medicine, 197 ; foreign travel, 
X97 ; dredging expeditions, 198 ; 
appointed naturalist to the Beacon^ 
199; professor of Botany in King's 
College, 200 ; appointed to the Natural 
History chair in Edinburgh, 202 ; 
premature death, 203: his contribu- 
tions to natural history, 203, 204; 
studies of the British mollusca, 205 ; 
researches into the distribution of 
animals, 205 ; his belief in the fixity of 
species, 206 ; theory as to genera, 208 ; 
on the distribution of animals in the 
sea, 209; four zones of depth, azo; 
theory of the absence of life in deeper 
parts of ocean disproved, 2x2 ; studies 
in distribution of plants and animals, 
2x3, 3x4, 215: theory of the distribu- 
tion of plants and animals, ai7 ; the 
three floras, 320, 221. 



INDEX. 309 


Forskal, 55. 

Fossils, Ray’s theory of, 31 ; Lister on, 
91 ; controversy as to origin of, 154- 

Ftegilus genus, 51. 

Frog-fish, the, 231. 

Gastric juice, John Hunter on, 78. 

Genera of recent and fossil shells, z88. 

Gentian, the blue, 215. 

Geographical distribution of animals, 8. 

Geology and its relations to palaeonto* 
logy, 153- 

Germanic type of vegetation, 216. 

Gesner, 21. 

Giraffe, the, Lamarck’s theory as to, 
252 ; an example of modification, 285. 

Glacial p<:riod, migration of plants and 
animals during the, 218, 2x9. 

Goethe on mutability of species, 227. 

Goose, different breeds of, 290. 

Graptolites, 58. 

Gronovius, 53. 

Gulf-weed, 222. 

Giinther, A., on Willughby’s Ichthyology, 
44 ; on Cuvier, 151. 

Harris, Moses, 108. 

Hasselquist, 55. 

Hedgehog, Hunter's researches on, 81. 

Heredity, 227. 

Herring, migration of, 98, 99. 

Hipparion, the, 306. 

Hog, the. Pennant on, zoo, xoi ; used as 
a beast of draught, 102. 

Home, Everard, 77-84; first conserva- 
tor of the Hunterian Museum, 88; 
destroys Hunter’s unpublished observa- 
tions, 89 ; publishes Lectures on Com- 
parative Anatomy, 89. 

Homology, likenesses of, 173. 

Hooded-crow, 50. 

Horse, descent from five-toed form, 305. 

Hunter, John, founder of science of 
comparative anatomy, and of Hunter- 
ian Museum, 69-76 ; list of his 
philosophical and zoological papers, 
78, 79; correspondence with Jenner, 
80; researches upon the cuckoo, 80; 
on hedgehog, 8z ; work on the blood, 
inflammation, and gun-shot wounds, 
82 ; death, 85 ; personal appearance, 
8^; distinguishing character of his 


mind, 86 ; museum his magnum opus, 
86, 87. 

Hunter. Dr William, a great anatomist, 
7z ; his extensive museum, 72 ; excel- 
lence as a lecturer and demonstrator, 
83 ; controversy with John Hunter, 84. 

Hunterian museum, 64, 69. 72, 86, 87 : 
bought by government and attached 
to the College of Surgeons, 88; de- 
scriptive catalogues of, 89. 

Hydra, the, 94. 

Hydra-tuba, 191. 

Ichthyornis, 162. 

Insects, 47, 60, fix ; Ray on, 35 ; Wil- 
lughby on, 45 ; classification of, by 
Linnaeus, 60: Cuvier on, 146. 

Invertebrates, Cuvier on, 146, 147 ; 
Lamarck on, 241. 

Jackdaw, the, 50. 

Jardinc, Sir William, 128, 184. 

Jenner, Dr, a pupil of John Hunter, 77 , 
Hunter’s correspondence with, 80. 

Johnston, Dr George, igo. 

Jussieu, Antoine de, 54 ; Bernard dc, 
94 ; botanical classification by, 238. 

Kangaroo, pelvis of, 163 ; jaw of, 164. 

Kentish Flora, the 22x. 

Kirby, Rev. William, 189. 

Kittiwake, the, 26. 

Koster, Mr, travels in Brazil, ijo. 

Lamarck. Chevalier dc, 236-263 ; on the 
origin of species, 155; order of bis 
botanical classification, 239; theory 
of evolution, 243 ; saw the diffi- 
culty of separating species from 
varieties, 346; rejected the idea 
of constancy of species, 347; views 
on variation, 249; believed simpler 
forms of life were evolved first, 
250 ; agencies concerned in modifica- 
tion, 25X ; thought that external con- 
ditions had evoked a corresponding 
structure, 253 ; instance of the giraffe, 
252 ; climatic differences in animals, 
356 ; recognised that the habitual use 
pf an organ leads to its corresponding 
growth, 262. 

Laminarian zone, 2x0. 
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Latham, Dr John» 107. , , 

Lewes, George Henry, 12-17. 

Linnaeus or Linn^, Karl von, 46-52; 
publication of Systtma Natura^ 
53;. visits England, 53; scientific 
labours, 55; position as a botanist 
and zoologist, 56; his classification 
the simplest and most complete up 
till that time, 57 ; division of natural 
objects into kingdoms, 58 ; graat 
merits of his classification, 61 ; intro- 
duction of binomial system, 62 ; in- 
dications of a farther expansion of 
the Linnean nomenclature, 63. 

Lister, Martin, 33, 90. 

Littoral zone, the, 210. 

Macgillivray, William, 187. 

Macleay, W. S.,'x68. 

Madder, wild, 214. 

Maillet, Benedict de, 156. 

Malacia, 47. 

Malacostraca, 47. 

Malthusian law of increase, 281. 

Mammalia, division of, by Linmeus, 58 ; 
primates, 58 ; least satisfactory features 
of this division, 59 ; Cuvier on osteo- 
logy of, 151. 

Mammals, 44, 47, 49. 

Manatees, 49. 

Marsupial quadrupeds, structure of, 164 ; 
where found, 164 ; fossil, 166. 

Mastodon, 143. 

Megalonyx, 143, 

Migration, animals and plants, 217-2x9. 

Mivart, St George, objections to law of 
natural selection, 293. 

Mollusca, 47, 91, 187 ; Cuvier’s researches 
on, 139, X42, 147, 151 ; Forbes on, 204, 
205. 

Montagu, George, 107. 

Morphological likenesses, X73. 

Morphology, 8; X5x« 

Mullein, the, 2x5. 

Museums, great, 64-89. 

Natural History, beginnings of, 1-6 ; no 
system previous to Aristotle, 7 ; only 
the aggregate history of all known 
species of animals, 7; departments 
known as morphology or anatomy, 
physiology, embryology, and geo- 


graphical distribution of aninlals;^8;v 
of palaeontology, 9-, of taxoaomy, 9; 
of evolution, 10 ; of psyjchology, and 
teleology, lo; scientific prosecution of, 
came for centuries to a close at the 
dea^h of Aristotle, 18 ; contributions 
of Pliny the Elder to, x8 ; awakening 
in- seventeenth century/ 18, 21 ; arti- 
ficial and natural classification, 47. 

Natural Selection, theory of, 275; has 
brought to light a whole series of 
problems, 276; first established by 
Darwin, 277, 281; bases of the 
theory of, 28 x ; operation of this law 
in the case of the giraflTe, 285; pre- 
serves all favourable variations, 285; 
destroys unfavourable variations, 286 ; 
all species produced by, 287; many 
domestic animals protected from this 
law, 288, 291 ; theory requires that 
there should be a series of inter- 
mediate types graduating into one 
another, 297 ; does not explain why 
variations occur, 300 ; evidence in 
favour of this law, 301-6, 

Odontornithes, 304. 

Oldenburg, Mr, 33. 

Opossum, fossil, 164, 165. 

Organisms, how produced, 272. 

Organs, law of correlation of, 159-X61. 

Origin of species by means of Natural 
Selection, 223-228, 292, 300 ; Darwin’s 
book on, 280. 

Ornithology, 186, 

Orohippus, 306, 

Ostracoderma, 47. 

Oviparous animals, 47. 

Owen, Sir Richard, //a/e, 88 ; publishes 
descriptive catalogues of the Hunterian 
Museum, 89 ; on Cuvier, 150 ; on the 
correlation of organs, x6i. 

Palaeolithic men, a* 

Palaeontology, 9 ; Cuvier the chief 
founder of, 152 ; relations of this science 
to geology, 153 ; Cuvier gave scientific 
bases to, X58 ; enables us to trace line 
of descent of animals, 306. 

Peacock, 3 ; black-shouldered, 299. 

Pennant, Thomas, account of, 96 ; on the 
migratidn of the herring, 98, 99 ; oi^e 
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. eomnicm . hog, looi lor ; on the wild 
boar, loa; toilrs and publications, 
X02‘~to6 ; on migration of swallow, x ig. 

Petiver, James, the collectioh of, 68. 

Peyssonnel on zoophytes, 94. 

Physiology, 8. . 

Pig, domestic, relieved from law of natural 
selection, 288, 290. 

Pigeon, an extinct, 68. 

Pigmentum nigrutHt in animals, 79. 

Polypes, freshwater, 94 ; trumpet, tgt. 

Primates, 58. 

Primrose, the, 213. 

Protective resemblances among animals, 
229-232. 

Pterodactyles, 163, 304. 

Quadrupeds, division of, by Linnaeus,. 
58 ; primates, 58 ; embryo of, 30a. 

Quinary classification, the, 177. 

Radiata, the, of Cuvier, 147. 

Raven, 50. 

Ray, John, 18; the chief representative 
of natural sciences in pre-Linnean 
period, 20 ; his birth and education, 
22; tours, &c., 24-33; History of 
Insects, 35 ; character, 36; botani- 
cal treatises by, 37 ; theological 
treatises, 38 ; zoological treatises, 
39 ; his classification of animals, 
47, 48 : his classification artificial, 
48 ; separates animals which are 
closely allied, 49. 

Reaumur, 95. 

Red Lion Club, the, note, 199. 

Reindeer, a. 

Reptiles, 47 ; History of, x86. 

Retrogression, 168-182. 

Richardson, Sir John, 185. 

Robinet on man and animals, 156. 

Robmson, Dr Tancred, 33. 

Rondeletius, 21. 

Rook, the, 50. 

Royal College of Surgeons, 88. 

Ruminant animals, 303, 304* 

Sainfoin, the, 2x5. 

Sargassum, 222. 

Sars, the Norwegian naturalist, 191. 

Rcallop, the Icelandic, found in the 
Qlyde, 2x9. 


Scandinavian area, 215. 

Scout, the, 26. 

Sea-squirts, a link between the true 
shell-fish and vertebrate animals, 301. 

Selection, artificial, as expounded by 
Darwin, 289. 

Serpent worship, 4. 

Sexual selection, theory of, 232. 

Shaw, George, loS ; chief works, 109. 

Shells, Lister on, 91. 

Sibbald, Sir Robert, 91-93. 

Sloane^ Sir Hans, 33, 54, 65 ; his 
Catalogue <f Jamaica Plants, 66; 
founder of the British Museum, 67. 

Smeathman, entomologist, xo8. 

Solan geese, 25. 

Solander, 55. 

Sowerbys, the, 188. 

Sparrman, 55. 

Species, Forbes on fixity of, 206 ; 
natural groups of, 208; definition of, 
244 ; transmutation of, 236-263 ; 
old views as to, now given up 
by naturalists, 236, 237; revolution 
accomplished by Charles Darwin, 
237 : same principle of evolution 
adopted by Lamarck, 237 ; earliest 
definite theory of evolution in La- 
marck's Philosophic Zoologique, 243 ; 
many naturalists believed that species 
of animals and plants were special crea- 
tions, 243 ; general ideas that a species 
consists of an assemblage of individuals, 
244 ; difficult to decide between species 
and a variety, 245 ; the physiological 
test of, 245 ; Lamarck on, 246, 247 ; 
only stable so long as their environ- 
ment remains unchanged, 247 ; 
agencies concerned in the modification 
of, 251 ; giraffe theory, 252; old idea 
that species produced as we now find 
it, 254; notion of permanence of, 
257; change in structure of organs 
from use or disuse, 259, 263. 

Spence, William, 189. 

Spencer, Herbert, and the survival of 
the fittest, 284. 

Stag, use of horns of the, 230. 

Star-fishes, 204. 

St Paul's battoons, 33. 

Stephens, James F., 189. , 

Swainson, William, 91, ; travels 
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in South America, 170; issues his 
Zoological Illustrations, 770; theory 
of circular classification, 174-179 : cir< 
cular classification a mere filament, 182. 

Swan, the, in folk-lore, 3. 

Swme, nose of the, asa 

Sysiema Natures, publication of, by 
Linnaeus, 53 ; described, 55; notOt 57. 

Tamarisk, the French, 214.' 

Taxonomy, 9. 

Teleology, xo. 

Terrestrial animals, 47. 

Termites, 108. 

Tessier, Abbd, 137. 

Testacea, 47 ; Mbotagu on, 107. 

Thylacinus, -the, of Tasmania, 166. 

Tongue, the use of, in cattle, 230. 

Toledo, John Hunter on, 78. 

Tortoise, described by White, 114. 

Totemism, 4. 

Tradescant, John, museum of, 68. 

Transmutation of Species, 236-263. 

Trembley, Abraham, notice of, note, 94 

Trout, gizzard or gillarroo, 79. 

Trumpet-polype, 191. 

Typical group of animals, x8o, xSx. 

Ungulatae, 59. 

yariaiion ojT Animals and Plants under 
Domestication, by Darwin, 280. 

Vegetables, definition, by Linnaeus, 58. 

Vermes, classification, by Linnaeus, 61. 

Veronica, the alpine, 2x5. 

Vertebrata, the, 47; division of, by 
Linnaeus, 56; Cuvier on, 147; re- 
searches on, 153. 

Vestiges of Creation, by R. Chambers, 
264. 


Viviparous animals, 47. 

Wallace, Alfred Russell, joint-author 
of the theory of natural selection, 281. 

Westwood, Professor J. O., 189. 

Whale, the, 79. 173, 303 ; Sibbald’s, 93 ; 
Cuvier on, 150. 

White, Rev. Gilbert, xxo: account of 
his life, XXX ; Natural History and 
Antiquities o/Selborne, zxa; account 
of ‘Timothy,’ a tortoise, 1x4; on the 
flight of birds, xx6 ; on migration of 
the swallow, 1x9. 

Willows, the dwarf, 2x5. 

Willughby, Francis, 20; friendship with 
Ray, 39; joint tour with Ray, 40; 
early death, 41 ; editing of his scientific 
notes by Ray, 42 ; his ornithology, 43 ’» 
his writings, 43-45» 

Wilson, Alexander, 'the Amei^an orni- 
thologist,’ Z2X ; pedlar and poet, 123; 
emigrates to America, Z24; life as a 
schoolmaster, 125 ; introduced by 
Bartram to the study of natural 
history, 125; American Ornithology, 
X26-X28 ; characteristics of, as a 
naturalist, 128 ; his description of the 
osprey, xd8. 

Wolf, 3,79. 

Wombat, jaw of, 163. 

Woodward, Samuel, conchologist, 188. 

Yarrel, William, 187 ; his natural history 
of birds and fishes, 187. 

Zones of depth, the four, 2x0* 

Zoologists, British, 90-135. 

Zoology of the Voyage of the Beagle, by 
• Darwin, note, 278, 280. 

Zoophytes, 94, 189 ; History of, xpa 


THE END. 
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